A Path to be Forged: Enabling peace through human rights in UN peace operations by Twemlow, Joy Ai Ejiri
    
  
  
  
  
  
A  Path  to  be  Forged    
Enabling  peace  through  human  rights  in  UN  peace  operations    
Joy  Twemlow  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
A  Thesis  Submitted  in  Fulfilment  of  the  Requirements  for  the  Degree  of  Master  of  Arts  (Research)  
Faculty  of  Arts  and  Social  Sciences  –  Department  of  Government  and  International  Relations  
The  University  of  Sydney  
2018     
Declaration  |  1  	  
Declaration  
  
This  is  to  certify  that  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the  content  of  this  thesis  is  my  own  work.  This  thesis  has  
not  been  submitted  for  any  degree  or  other  purposes.  
I  certify  that  the  intellectual  content  of  this  thesis  is  the  product  of  my  own  work  and  that  all  the  assistance  
received  in  preparing  this  thesis  and  sources  have  been  acknowledged.  
Joy  Twemlow  
     
Abstract  |  2  	  
Abstract  
  
The  United  Nations  (UN)  regularly  declares  that  human  rights  are  an  essential  part  of  establishing  
peace,   however   the   nexus   between   the   two   concepts   remains   unclear.   Speaking   to   this   gap,   I  
examine  the  potential  for  human  rights  to  contribute  to  establishing  peace  within  the  context  of  
UN  peace  operations.  Asking  what  it  means  for  something  to  be  capable  of  establishing  peace;  how  
human  rights  understandings  can  support  the  desired  objectives  of  establishing  peace;  and  whether  
these  human  rights  understandings  can,  in  practice,  be  implemented—  I  advance  the  position  that  
in   order   for   human   rights   to   be   capable   of   contributing   to   the   establishment   of   peace   it  must  
operate  as  a   culture.  That   is,  human  rights  understandings  must   lead   to  cultural   change  within  
societies  in  a  manner  that  prevents  the  reoccurrence  of  violence.  I  propose  that  human  rights  can  
contribute   to   peace   by   promoting   a   collective   identity,   based   in   human   dignity,   which   acts   to  
transform   peaceful   relations.   An   internalisation   of   this   human   rights   belief   and   practice   across  
society  allows  for  the  establishment  of  peace  without  reliance  on  a  central  authority.  While  human  
rights  have  the  potential  in  theory  to  contribute  to  peace,  the  implementation  of  human  rights,  in  
practice,   faces   a   number   of   barriers   in   peace   operation   settings.   Ultimately,   human   rights   as   a  
cultural  idea  cannot  lead  to  peace  if  those  in  peace  operation  settings  do  not  adopt  human  rights  
as  a  cultural  practice.  I  conclude  by  stating  that—while  human  rights  may  not  offer  a  clear  path  
towards   stability—the   path   can   be   carefully   and   consciously   forged   through   individual   social  
relationships.      
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Introduction  
  
Human  rights  offer  States  a  clear  path  towards  stability  and  prosperity.  They  build  confidence  
and  loyalty,  as  well  as  thriving  and  economic  institutions…they  are  an  indispensable  part  of  
our  quest  for  a  safer  and  more  stable  world  with  dignity  for  all.  
-­‐   Former  Secretary-­‐General  Ban  Ki-­‐moon  1  
When   Ban   Ki-­‐moon   made   this   statement   to   the   United   Nations   (UN)   General   Assembly,   he  
expressed  that  human  rights  constituted  “the  most  powerful  driver  of  peace  and  development.”2  
This  rhetoric  which  links  human  rights  to  the  establishment  of  peace  and  security  permeates  the  
UN  system.  The  organisation  has  claimed,  for  example,  that  “long-­‐term  peace  and  security  cannot  
exist  without  human  rights  for  all,”3    and  state  that  human  eights  is  central  to  UN  activities  “because  
when  people  enjoy  their  rights,  economies  flourish  and  countries  are  at  peace.”4    
Part  of  the  rationale  for  the  UN  believing  that  human  rights  represent  “the  most  powerful  tool  of  
peace   and   development”5   could   be   because   of   the   historical   rise   of   human   rights   as   an   idea.  A  
number  of  human  rights  theorists  have  claimed  that  humanitarian  concerns  towards  the  distant  
‘other’  have  been   integral   to   the  rise  and  success  of   the   international  human  rights  movement.6  
Furthermore,  many  human  rights  scholars  have  also  argued  that  this  concern  for  suffering  abroad  
increased  in  response  to  conflicts  that  emerged  at  the  end  of  the  Cold  War.  This  period  saw  a  change  
in  the  nature  of  conflicts  –  coined  ‘new  wars’  by  Mary  Kaldor,7  conflicts  were  increasingly  fought  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  the  High-­‐Level  General  Assembly  Thematic  Debate:  un@70:  Human  Rights  at  the  
Centre  of  the  Global  Agenda  [as  Delivered]  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  
<https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2016-­‐07-­‐12/secretary-­‐generals-­‐remarks-­‐high-­‐level-­‐general-­‐assembly-­‐
thematic>  accessed  21  May  2017.  
2  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  the  High-­‐Level  General  Assembly  Thematic  Debate:  un@70:  Human  Rights  at  the  
Centre  of  the  Global  Agenda  [as  Delivered]  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  1).  
3  Secretary-­‐General  Ban  Ki-­‐moon,  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  High-­‐Level  Panel  Discussion  at  the  Human  Rights  
Council  “The  2030  Agenda  for  Sustainable  Development  and  Human  Rights”  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  
<https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2016-­‐02-­‐29/secretary-­‐generals-­‐remarks-­‐high-­‐level-­‐panel-­‐discussion-­‐
human-­‐rights>  accessed  27  June  2017.  
4  Secretary-­‐General  Ban  Ki-­‐moon,  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Message  on  Human  Rights  Day,  10  December’  
<http://www.un.org/en/events/humanrightsday/2014/sgmessage.shtml>  accessed  27  June  2017.  
5  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  the  High-­‐Level  General  Assembly  Thematic  Debate:  un@70:  Human  Rights  at  the  
Centre  of  the  Global  Agenda  [as  Delivered]  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  1).  
6  Jeffrey  Flynn,  ‘Human  Rights  in  History  and  Contemporary  Practices:  Source  Materials  for  Philosophy’  in  Claudio  
Corradetti  (ed),  Philosophical  Dimensions  of  Human  Rights:  Some  Contemporary  Views  (Springer  Science  &  Business  
Media  2011)  9–10;  Richard  Rorty,  ‘Human  Rights,  Rationality,  and  Sentimentality’  [1998]  Headline  Series;  New  York  116.  
7  Mary  Kaldor,  New  and  Old  Wars :  Organised  Violence  in  a  Global  Era  (3rd  edn,  Wiley  2013).  
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within  states  by  actors  who  were  not  defined  by  their  state-­‐affiliation.  Examples  of  these  forms  of  
internal,   intractable   conflict   include   Bosnia,   Rwanda,   Darfur,   among  many   other   conflicts   that  
saw—and   in   some  cases   continue   to  experience—gross  violations  of  human   rights.  Citing   these  
violations  which  were  often  directed  at   civilians,8   along  with  various   security  and  humanitarian  
concerns,9  addressing  the  root  causes  of  intractable  conflicts  became  a  primary  concern  for  the  UN  
and  the   international  community.10  Thomas  Laqueur  argues  that  the  narratives  of  suffering  that  
came  out  of  these  conflicts,  aided  by  the  globalised  media,  was  integral  to  the  rapid  expansion  of  
human  rights  as  an  object  of  international  attention.11    
As  articulated  by  former  Secretary-­‐General  Ban  Ki-­‐moon,  “widespread  violations  of  human  rights  
often  trigger  a  United  Nations  peace  operation,  and  progress  in  the  protection  of  those  rights  is  a  
basis  for  exist.”12  In  this  way,  human  rights  have  become  central  to  understanding  UN  (and  in  many  
ways  international)  efforts  to  address  conflict  situations.  On  the  one  hand,  the  gross  violations  that  
occur   within   the   context   of   theses   intractable   conflicts   became   the   rationale   for   international  
involvement.  Most  notably,   the  Responsibility  to  Protect  (R2P)  report  reframed  sovereignty  as  a  
responsibility,  stating  that  international  parties  were  justified  in  intervening  in  states  that  failed  to  
protect  the  human  rights  of   their  population.13  The  UN  Security  Council  (SC)  has  endorsed  this  
view  stating  in  a  number  of  resolutions  that  gross  human  rights  violations  could  constitute  a  threat  
to  international  peace  and  security  capable  of  justifying  international  involvement.14  Alongside  this  
intermingling  of  human  rights  with  the  rationale  for  international  intervention,  establishing  human  
rights  has  become  a  key  focus  within  the  operations  themselves.  Believing  that  human  rights  are  
integral   to   the   establishment   of   peace,   UN   peace   operations   have   increasingly   included,   and  
prioritised,  initiatives  directed  at  implementing  human  rights  within  these  (post)-­‐conflict  settings.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8  International  Commission  on  Intervention  and  State  Sovereignty,  ‘The  Responsibility  to  Protect  Report’  (ICISS  2001)  4  
<http://responsibilitytoprotect.org/ICISS%20Report.pdf>.  
9  Human  rights  violations,  refugee  flows,  safe  havens  for  terrorist  organisations,  drugs  and  arms  trafficking,  etc.    
10  For  example  George  Bush  asserted  in  his  2002  National  Security  Strategy  “America  is  now  threatened  less  by  
conquering  states  than  we  are  by  failing  ones.”George  Bush,  ‘The  National  Security  Strategy’  <http://georgewbush-­‐
whitehouse.archives.gov/nsc/nss/2002/nss1.html>  accessed  23  September  2015.  
11  Thomas  W  Laqueur,  ‘Bodies,  Details,  and  the  Humanitarian  Narrative’  in  Aletta  Biersack  and  Lynn  Avery  Hunt  (eds),  
The  New  Cultural  History  (University  of  California  Press  1989).  
12  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘The  Future  of  United  Nations  Peace  Operations:  Implementation  of  the  Recommendations  of  
the  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations :  Report  of  the  Secretary-­‐General’  (2015)  A/70/357–S/2015/682  
<http://www.refworld.org/docid/55f68d854.html>  accessed  13  June  2017.  
13  International  Commission  on  Intervention  and  State  Sovereignty  (n  8).  
14  For  example  the  resolution  which  established  the  no  fly  zone  over  Libya  in  2011:  UN  Security  Council,  ‘Security  
Council  Resolution  1973  (2011)  [on  the  Situation  in  the  Libyan  Arab  Jamahiriya]’  (2011)  S/RES/1973  (2011)  
<http://www.refworld.org/docid/4d885fc42.html>  accessed  13  January  2017.  
Introduction  |  6  	  
My  inquiry  examines  this  claimed  conceptual  link  between  human  rights  and  security,  asking  how  
human  rights  might  offer  “a  clear  path  towards  stability”  and  why  they  are  considered  “they  are  an  
indispensable   part   of   our   quest   for   a   safer   and  more   stable  world.”15      Specifically,   I   look   at   the  
potential  for  human  rights  as  an  idea  to  contribute  to  the  establishment  of  peace  and  the  viability  
of   its   implementation  within  UN  peace  operation  settings.   I   consciously  use   the  phrase   ‘human  
rights   as   an   idea’   to   denote   a   particular   approach   to   human   rights   as   a   normative   category.  
Specifically  I  wish  to  distinguish  the  understanding  of  human  rights  adopted  in  this  thesis   from  
view   that   “human   rights”   refer   to   the   body   of   international   and   domestic   laws  which   emerged  
following   the   constitution   of   the   UN.   Instead,   I   am   concerned   here   with   the   key   beliefs   and  
understandings   that   inform   and   underpin   these   international   and   domestic   infrastructures   —  
conceptually,   the   legal   instruments   themselves   merely   “serve   to   declare,   protect,   ensure,  
implement,  monitor  and  observe  human  rights.  They  are  not  human  themselves  human  rights;  they  
are  one  step  removed.”16  
The  approach  I  take  is  to  deconstruct  and  explore  beliefs  already  held  within  the  fields  of  human  
rights   and   peace   operations   to   examine  whether   a   conceptual   link   can   be   established   between  
human   rights   and   peace.   At   present,   limited   attention   has   been   given   to   this   question   either  
theoretically17  or  empirically.18  At  best,  the  high  correlation  of  human  rights  abuses  within  conflict  
situations  is  cited  as  an  indication  that  addressing  human  rights  is  essential  for  peace.19   In  most  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  the  High-­‐Level  General  Assembly  Thematic  Debate:  un@70:  Human  Rights  at  the  
Centre  of  the  Global  Agenda  [as  Delivered]  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  1).  
16  Anthony  J  Langlois,  ‘The  Elusive  Ontology  of  Human  Rights’  (2004)  18  Global  Society  243,  244.  
17  For  example  the  international  workshop  on  human  rights  and  state-­‐building  held  in  2008  found  that  “current  
thinking  and  practice  exploring  the  complex  nexus  between  human  rights  and  state  fragility  –  especially  in  conjunction  
with  state-­‐building  –  is  relatively  new  and  requires  further  exploration:  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs,  Denmark,  Overseas  
Development  Institute,  London  and  Alina  R  Menocal,  ‘Workshop  Report:  International  Workshop  on  Human  Rights  
and  State-­‐Building  -­‐  A  New  Paradigm  for  Development  Assistance  in  Fragile  States?’  Richmond  notes  that  the  
importance  of  human  rights  is  often  assumed  in  the  context  of  state  building:  Oliver  P  Richmond,  Failed  Statebuilding:  
Intervention,  the  State,  and  the  Dynamics  of  Peace  Formation  (Yale  University  Press  2014)  28.  And  authors  such  as  
Goetze  &  Guzina  identify  that  scholars  discussing  the  benefits  of  human  rights  implementation  overlook  the  
paternalistic  nature  of  peacebuilding:  Catherine  Goetze  and  Dejan  Guzina,  ‘Peacebuilding,  Statebuilding,  
Nationbuilding  –  Turtles  All  the  Way  Down?’  (2008)  10  Civil  Wars  319,  321.  A  more  focused  inquiry  focusing  on  the  link  
between  human  rights  and  state  fragility  can  be  found  in:  Derek  G  Evans,  ‘Human  Rights  and  State  Fragility:  
Conceptual  Foundations  and  Strategic  Directions  for  State-­‐Building’  (2009)  1  Journal  of  Human  Rights  Practice  181.  
18  Evans  (n  17)  196.  In  addition,  Whalan  notes  that  human  rights  have  historically  been  given  little  practical  attention  in  
UN  peace  operations:  Jeni  Whalan,  ‘Reforming  UN  Peace  Operations:  Will  the  High-­‐Level  Panel’s  Report  Make  a  
Difference  for  Human  Rights?’  (2016)  20  Journal  of  International  Peacekeeping  5,  12.  
19  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs,  Denmark,  Overseas  Development  Institute,  London  and  Menocal  (n  17)  2;  Evans  (n  17)  
196;  Lisa  J  Laplante,  ‘Transitional  Justice  and  Peace  Building:  Diagnosing  and  Addressing  the  Socioeconomic  Roots  of  
Violence  through  a  Human  Rights  Framework’  (2008)  2  International  Journal  of  Transitional  Justice  331.  
Introduction  |  7  	  
cases  the  centrality  of  human  rights  is  merely  taken  as  a  given.20  Therefore,  my  aim  in  this  thesis  is  
to  undertake  some  key  inquiries  required  to  identify  a  causal  connection  between  human  rights  
and  the  establishment  of  peace:  That  is,  to  ask  (1)  what  it  means  for  something  to  be  capable  of  
establishing   peace;   (2)   how  human   rights   understandings   can   support   the   desired   objectives   of  
establishing   peace;   and   (3)   whether   these   human   rights   understandings   can,   in   practice,   be  
implemented.  While   I   do   advance   a   praxis   in   this   inquiry,  my   primary   aim   is   to   highlight   that  
greater  attention  must  be  given  to  examining  this  nexus  if  human  rights  are  advanced  as  an  essential  
element  of  achieving  peace.      
My  thesis  is  that,  in  order  for  human  rights  to  be  capable  of  contributing  to  the  establishment  of  
peace  it  must  operate  as  a  culture.  I  make  this  claim  based  on  the  assertions  of  the  UN  and  others  
that  peace  is  to  be  understood  as  a  particular  cultural  disposition  within  a  given  society.  Thus,  I  
advance   the   position   that   human   rights   understandings   must   lead   to   cultural   change   within  
societies  in  a  manner  that  prevents  the  reoccurrence  of  violence.    
In  order  to  assess  what  a  human  rights  culture  might  look  like,  I  draw  on  human  rights  theory  to  
advance   an  outline  of  how  human   rights   could,   conceptually,   promote   cultural   change   towards  
peace.  I  propose  that  a  collective  identity,  based  in  human  dignity,  promotes  peaceful  relations.  An  
internalisation   of   this   belief   and   practice   across   society   allows   for   the   establishment   of   peace  
without  reliance  on  a  central  authority,  giving  human  rights  the  potential  to  contribute  to  stability  
in   peace   operation   settings.   While   human   rights   have   the   potential   to   contribute   to   peace  
conceptually,  the  contextual  potential  must  also  be  examined.  Namely,  given  the  nature  of  the  local  
contexts   that   Peace   Operations   aim   to   implement   human   rights,   is   it   reasonably   viable   that   a  
human  rights  culture  would  take  root?    
I  argue  that  the  implementation  of  human  rights  in  peace  operation  settings  might  be  a  difficult  
task  due  to  communicative  and  socio-­‐psychological  barriers.  Ultimately,  human  rights  as  a  cultural  
idea   cannot   lead   to   peace   if   those   in   peace   operation   settings   do   not   adopt   human   rights   as   a  
cultural  practice.  I  conclude  by  stating  that—while  human  rights  may  not  offer  a  clear  path  towards  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20  This  is  reflected  in  both  the  HIPPO  and  PBA  reports  as  well  as  academic  texts  on  human  rights  and  peace  e.g.:  
Christian  Guillermet  Fernandez  and  David  Fernandez  Puyana,  ‘Building  Human  Rights,  Peace  and  Development  within  
the  United  Nations’  (2015)  3  Russian  Law  Journal  58;  Michael  O’Flaherty,  The  Human  Rights  Field  Operation:  Law,  
Theory  and  Practice  (Ashgate  Publishing,  Ltd  2007);  ND  White  and  Dirk  Klaasen,  The  UN,  Human  Rights  and  Post-­‐
Conflict  Situations  (Manchester  University  Press  2005).  
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stability—there  is  potential  for  the  path  to  be  carefully  and  consciously  forged  through  individual  
social  relationships.      
In   order   to   explore   the   nexus   between   human   rights   and   peace,  my   thesis   takes   the   following  
format:  Chapter  1  argues  that  building  a  human  rights  culture  is  the  proper  aim  of  human  rights  
implementation   if   it   is   to  assist   the  establishment  of  peace.  First,   in  order   to  make   this  claim,   I  
identify   that   ‘to   establish  peace’  means   to  bring  about   the  necessary   conditions   for  peace   to  be  
sustained  within  society.  As  articulated  by  John  Paul  Lederach’s  theory  of  conflict  transformation  
and  recent  UN  literature  on  peace  operations,  peace  is  not  an  ‘end-­‐state’,  but  the  building  of  social  
practices   that   prevent   the   reoccurrence   of   violent   conflict.   Put   another   way,   peace   is   the  
establishment  of   a   culture  of  peace.   If  human   rights   are   to  be   essential   to   the   establishment  of  
peace,  human  rights  implementation  must  be  directed  at  bringing  about  a  cultural  change.  The  UN  
recently   launched   the   Human   Rights   Up   Front   initiative   directed   at   bringing   about   a   cultural  
change  within  the  organisation.  Using  this  as  an  example,  I  will  argue  that  the  proper  aim  of  cultural  
change  is  to  produce  users  who  are  informed  by  human  rights  understandings  in  their  day-­‐to-­‐day  
activities.      
In  Chapter  2  I  examine  how  human  rights  understandings,  embedded  culturally,  have  the  potential  
to  produce  change  in  a  way  that  supports  sustainable  peace.  Using  Lederach’s  three  dimensions  of  
conflict   transformation  (personal,   relational,  and  structural)  and  three  human  rights   theorists,   I  
look  at  how  human  rights  could  address  root  causes  and  prevents  violent  interactions.  The  model  
I   propose   combines   Rainer   Forst’s   basic   right   to   justification,   Jürgen   Habermas’s   discussion   of  
human  dignity,  and  Mark  Goodale’s  presentation  of  human  rights  as  an  empire  of  law  to  outline  
how   human   rights   as   an   idea   has   the   potential   to   lead   to   peace.   I   propose   that   human   rights  
promotes  peaceful  relationships,  and  a  non-­‐violent  method  of  addressing  grievances,  grounded  in  
the  recognition  of  universal  dignity.  Further,  the  internalisation  of  this  belief  in  human  dignity,  and  
its  expression  in  day-­‐to-­‐day  relations,  has  the  potential  to  sustain  peace,  even  in  the  absence  of  a  
central  authority,  by  preventing  violence  at  the  grass-­‐root  level.  In  this  way,  I  think  that  there  is  a  
solid  basis  for  a  conceptual  link  between  human  rights  and  sustainable  peace.      
Chapter  3  focuses  on  practical  considerations  for  the  implementation  of  human  rights  culture  in  
peace   operation   settings.   Noting   that   contemporary   wisdom   advocates   for   peace   operation  
initiatives  to  be  contextualised  within  the  locality,  I  examine  potential  barriers  to  bringing  about  
the  proposed  changes  in  the  personal,  relational  and  structural  dimensions.  I  identify  that  the  lived  
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experience   of   audiences   could   give   rise   to   a   range   of   socio-­‐psychological   barriers   to   the  
internalisation  of  human  dignity,   its   extension   to  out-­‐group  members,   and   its   ability   to  ground  
grievance  claims.  Further,  I  claim  that  beliefs  and  dispositions  of  the  human  rights  implementers  
themselves  might  act  as  a  barrier  to  effective  communication.  The  tendency  to  view  human  rights  
as  primarily  (legal)  claims  (against  the  state)  can  detract  from  efforts  to  foster  local  users  of  human  
rights   understanding   in   their   day-­‐to-­‐day   lives   and   interrelations.   Furthermore,   the   very   idea   of  
human  rights  may  act  as  a  structural  barrier  to  implementation  through  its  demand  for  universality.  
While  by  no  means  an  exhaustive  list  of  barriers,  the  final  chapter  posits  that  implementation  of  
human  rights  culture  might,  in  fact,  be  a  highly  difficult  task  in  practice.    
I  conclude  by  outlining  three  important  considerations  for  establishing  a  nexus  between  human  
rights  and  peace.  First,   in  order   for  human  rights  to  be  capable  of  establishing  peace   it  must  be  
embedded  culturally.  Second,  any  model  that  examines  how  human  rights  can  contribute  to  the  
establishment  of  peace  must  link  human  rights  understandings  with  the  objectives  of  addressing  
root  causes  of  conflict  and  preventing  violent  forms  of  relating.    Models  should  also  aim  to  explain  
how  human  rights  can  bring  about  change  in  the  personal,  relational  and  structural  dimensions  
without   the   need   for   a   centralised   authority.   And   third,   while   a   contextual   assessment   of   the  
viability   of   human   rights   implementation   will   have   to   be   undertaken   on   a   case-­‐by-­‐case   basis,  
analysis   should   consider   limitations   of   both   the   local   and   international   actors   as   well   as   any  
difficulties  arising  out  of  the  idea  of  human  rights  itself.  The  path  between  human  rights  and  peace  
is  not  altogether  clear,  and  if  it  exists  at  all,  difficult  to  undertake  in  practice.  Ultimately,  however,  
culture  is  made  in  interaction.  Thus  there  is  a  latent  potential  for  forging  a  path  between  human  
rights   and   peace   through   careful   and   considered   relations   that   reflect   core   human   rights  
understandings.      
1.   Clarifications  
Prior   to   engaging   in   the   substantive   argument,   it   is   prudent   to   present   some   clarifications,  
specifically  around  my  focus  on  UN  peace  operations.  Noting  that  the  UN  undertakes  a  wide  range  
of  human  rights   implementation  activities,   to   limit   the  scope  of   this   thesis   I  chose   to  direct  my  
attention   towards   the   area   of   human   rights   and   security,   and   specifically   the   space   of   peace  
operations.  Before  delving   into  what  this  means   in  practice,   I  will  briefly   touch  on  what   I  mean  
when  I  talk  of  ‘the  UN.’    
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The  UN  is  an  expansive  organization  which  includes  a  number  of  bodies,  projects,  and  offices  –  
when   speaking  of   the  UN,  a  general,  organization  wide,   view  cannot  be  presumed.   Instead   it   is  
useful  to  adopt  the  distinction  proposed  by  Thomas  G.  Weiss  et  al.21  which  views  the  UN  as  three  
interactive   entities.   The   ‘first   UN’   is   the   part   of   the   organisation   that   contains,   and   facilitates  
dialogue   between,   individual   sovereign   states   –   it   is   usually   considered   to   reflect   international  
power   relations.  These   include  bodies   such  as   the  General  Assembly   (GA)  and  Security  Council  
(SC).  The   ‘second  UN’  constitutes   the  bureaucracy  of   the  UN  officials  primarily  concerned  with  
producing  policies  and  decisions  that  aim  to  be  independent  of  the  individual  state  politics,  this  
includes  the  office  of  the  Secretary-­‐General  and  bodies  such  as  the  Human  Rights  Council.  While  
the  second  UN  is  not  ‘above  politics’  its  focus  tends  to  be  directed  towards  unifying  and  defining  
international  principles.  Finally,  ‘the  third’  UN  refers  to  non-­‐governmental  organisations  (NGOs)  
that  partake  or  support  UN  actions.  Within  the  human  rights  context  this  includes  international  
NGOs  such  as  Human  Rights  Watch  and  Amnesty  International  along  with  domestic  human  rights  
organisations.  Within  this  thesis,  when  discussing  the  view  of  the  UN,  it  is  intended  to  refer  to  the  
second  UN.  The  second  UN  has  the  primary  communicative  and  discourse  defining  role  of  the  three  
UNs.  Where  relevant,  endorsement  of  views  discussed  by  the  political  branch  of  the  UN  (the  first  
UN)  will  be  highlighted.    
The  primary  mode  of  UN  involvement   in   insecure  situations   is  through  peace  operations.  Peace  
operations  occupy  an  important  place  within  the  organisation:  the  UN  currently  deploys  more  than  
113,000  personnel  in  16  peacekeeping  operations,22  and  has  40  special  political  missions  across  the  
world.23   The   budget   for   UN   peace   operations   is   more   than   four   times   that   of   the   rest   of   the  
combined  budget  of  the  UN  secretariat  office24  Alongside  this  significant  resource  expenditure,  for  
the  majority  of  individuals,  face-­‐to-­‐face  engagement  with  UN  personnel  occurs  within  the  context  
of  peace  operations.  This  is  what  leads  the  Secretary-­‐General  appointed  Panel  on  Peace-­‐Operations  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21  Thomas  G  Weiss,  Tatiana  Carayannis  and  Richard  Jolly,  ‘The  “Third”  United  Nations’  (2009)  15  Global  Governance  
123.  
22  ‘Peacekeeping  Fact  Sheet.  United  Nations  Peacekeeping’  
<http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/resources/statistics/factsheet.shtml>  accessed  19  May  2017.  
23  UN  Department  of  Political  Affairs,  ‘2016  Annual  Report:  Multi-­‐Year  Appeal’  (2017)  
<http://www.un.org/undpa/sites/www.un.org.undpa/files/2016%20Annual%20Report%20MYA%20-­‐
%20Final%20%2B%20Screen.pdf>  accessed  19  May  2017.  
24  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations,  ‘Report  of  the  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  
Operations  on  Uniting  Our  Strengths  for  Peace:  Politics,  Partnership  and  People’  (2015)  
<http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/2015/446>  accessed  13  February  2017.  
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to  state;  “for  many,  peace  operations  are  not  simply  something  the  United  Nations  does  but  what  
the  United  Nations  is.”25.    
It   is  worth  noting  that   ‘Peace  Operations’   is  a  relatively  new  term  which  is  more  expansive  than  
peacekeeping,  and  denotes  a  different  focus  to  state-­‐building.  There  has  long  been  a  definitional  
debate  within  the  field  about  the  different  foci  of  peacekeeping,  peace  building  and  state  building.26  
Speaking   to   this   definitional   debate,   the   recent  Report   of   the  High-­‐level   Independent  Panel   on  
Peace  Operations  (HIPPO)  called  for  a  shift  in  how  the  various  modes  of  UN  engagement  in  conflict  
situations   are   understood   and   discussed.   The   panel   noted   that   terms   such   as   “peacekeeping  
missions”  evokes  a  certain,   template-­‐like,  mind-­‐set  embedded   in  the  bureaucratic  history  of   the  
practice  and  suggested  the  use  of  the  term  peace  operations  to  refer  to  the  spectrum  of  offerings  as  
a   way   of   conceptualising   the   role   of   UN   in   a   “more   flexibly   tailored”  manner.27   This   view   was  
endorsed  by   the   former  Secretary-­‐General  Ban  Ki-­‐moon  and,   thus,  peace  operations  are  seen  to  
include   all   “field-­‐based   peace   and   security   operations   mandated   or   endorsed   by   the   Security  
Council   and/or   the   General   Assembly,   including   peacekeeping   operations   and   special   political  
missions,  as  well  as  the  envoys  and  regional  offices  carrying  out  [the  mandates  of  the  office  of  the  
Secretary-­‐General].”28  While  this  definition  of  peace  operations  encompasses  a  wide  range  of  UN  
activities,   ongoing   developmental   efforts   with   a   human   rights   focus   are   excluded   from   my  
discussion  –  this  includes  human  rights  education  practices  and  human  rights  mainstreaming  in  
development  activities.  Merely  declaratory  resolutions  by  bodies  such  as  the  GA,  SC,  and  Human  
Right  Council  are  also  excluded  in  this  definition.    
The  term  peace  operations  is  also  more  expansive  than  the  term  state-­‐building  used  by  prominent  
authors   such   as   Simon   Chesterman,   who   defines   the   activity   as:   “extended   international  
involvement   (primarily,   though   not   exclusively,   through   the  United  Nations)   that   goes   beyond  
traditional   peacekeeping   and   peacebuilding   mandates,   as   is   directed   at   constructing   or  
reconstructing  institutions  of  governance  capable  of  providing  citizens  with  physical  and  economic  
security.”29   State-­‐building,   as   defined   by   Chesterman,   focuses   primarily   on   the   state   (and   its  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24)  6.  
26  See  for  example  discussion  in  Graciana  del  Castillo,  Obstacles  to  Peacebuilding  (Taylor  &  Francis  2017),  Chapter  1.  
27  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24).  
28  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘The  Future  of  United  Nations  Peace  Operations:  Implementation  of  the  Recommendations  of  
the  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations :  Report  of  the  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  12).    
29  Simon  Chesterman,  You,  The  People:  The  United  Nations,  Transitional  Administration,  and  State-­‐Building  (Oxford  
University  Press  2004)  5  <http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/view/10.1093/0199263485.001.0001/acprof-­‐
9780199263486>  accessed  5  October  2015.  
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institutions)   as   the   central   source   of   security   and   peace.   Modern   conflicts   aren’t   necessarily  
constrained  by   state   boundaries,   and  peace  operations   focus   on   establishing  peace   in   a  holistic  
form.  This  not  only  includes  expanding  initiatives  beyond  state  boundaries,  but  looking  for  changes  
that  can  be  implemented  throughout  society  –  not  just  towards  state  institutions.    
Practically,   the   framework   of   UN   human   rights   implementation   activities   that   this   thesis   is  
concerned  with  includes  initiatives  such  as  political  missions,  international  criminal  prosecutions,  
interventions  and  peacekeeping/  peace  building  initiatives  that  are  focused  on  establishing  peace  
in  a  wide  sense.  Political  missions  are  mandated  by  the  GA  or  SC,  supported  by  the  Department  of  
Political  Affairs,30   and  are  undertaken  with   the  aim  of   resolving  conflicts.   International  criminal  
prosecutions   include   the   activities   of   Regional   and   Hybrid   Criminal   Tribunals31   and   the  
International   Criminal   Court   directed   at   handing   down   legal   decisions   on   war   crimes,   crimes  
against   humanity,   and   genocide.32   Interventions   and   resulting   peacekeeping   or   peace   building  
initiatives  involve  a  wide  range  of  UN  actors  from  the  Peacebuilding  Commission,  Peacebuilding  
Fund,  Peacebuilding  Support  office,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary-­‐General,  the  GA  and  SC,  along  with  
various  thematic  bodies.  They  are  governed  by  a  SC  mandate  and  involve  a  wide  range  of  activities  
including  human  rights  implementation  initiatives.    
Alongside  peace  operations  being  the  primary  means  of  UN  engagement  in  conflict  situations,  and  
the  most  likely  context  in  which  human  rights  implementation  activity  will  be  undertaken,  peace  
operations  are  also  a  fruitful  environment  for  an  assessment  of  the  claims  advanced  through  this  
thesis.  First  of  all,   there   is  a  high  correlation  between  conflict   situations  and  gross  violations  of  
human   rights.33   Arguably,   locations   subject   to   UN   peace   operations   represent   an   environment  
where  there  is  very  little  human  rights  culture,  and  the  conditions  for  communicating  human  rights  
ideas  the  most  challenging.  Second,  there  has  been  a  flurry  of  activity  around  improving  UN  peace  
operations  in  recent  years.  In  2015  there  were  three  reports  released  on  how  peace  operations  can  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
30  UN  Department  of  Political  Affairs  (n  23).  
31  United  Nations,  ‘International  and  Hybrid  Criminal  Courts  and  Tribunals’  (United  Nations  and  the  Rule  of  Law)  
<https://www.un.org/ruleoflaw/thematic-­‐areas/international-­‐law-­‐courts-­‐tribunals/international-­‐hybrid-­‐criminal-­‐
courts-­‐tribunals/>  accessed  1  July  2017.  
32  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘Rome  Statute  of  the  International  Criminal  Court  (last  Amended  2010)’  (17  July  1998)  
<http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3a84.html>  accessed  5  May  2016.  
33  UN  office  on  Genocide  Prevention  and  the  Responsibility  to  Protect,  ‘Framework  of  Analysis  for  Atrocity  Crimes:  A  
Tool  for  Prevention’  (2014)  
<http://www.un.org/en/preventgenocide/adviser/pdf/framework%20of%20analysis%20for%20atrocity%20crimes_en.p
df>  accessed  24  June  2017.  
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be   improved.  This   includes   the   report  published   in   June  2015  by   the  High-­‐level  Panel  on  Peace  
Operations   (HIPPO   report),34   the   review   of   the   Peacebuilding   Architecture   (PBA   report)35  
conducted   in   the   same  year,   and   the  Global   Study  on   the   Implementation  of  UNSC  Resolution  
1325.36  The  HIPPO  and  PBA  reports  in  particular  will  be  utilised  throughout  this  thesis  to  highlight  
contemporary  beliefs   about  how  peace  operations   should  be  undertaken.   In   commissioning   the  
HIPPO  report,  Ban  Ki-­‐moon  stated  “the  world  is  changing  and  United  Nations  peace  operations  
must   change   within   it   if   they   are   to   remain   an   indispensable   and   effective   tool   in   promoting  
international  peace  and  security.”37  The  2017  Future  UN  Development  System  global  survey  on  the  
Priorities   for   the   Ninth   Security   General38   deemed   peacekeeping   and   peacebuilding   as   the   top  
priority  for  the  incumbent  Secretary-­‐General  António  Guterre,  followed  by  a  call  to  focus  on  human  
rights.39   In   light   of   this,   my   project   is   situated   within   this   call   for   change   around   current   UN  
practices  –  giving  specific  attention  to  the  human  rights  implementation  activities.    
  
     
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
34  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24).  
35  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture,  ‘Challenge  of  Sustaining  Peace:  Report  of  
the  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture’  (2015)  A/69/968  
<http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/69/968>.  
36  High-­‐Level  Advisory  Group  for  the  Global  Study  on  the  Implementation  of  Security  Council  Resolution  1325,  
‘Preventing  Conflict,  Transforming  Justice,  Securing  the  Peace:  A  Global  Study  on  the  Implementation  of  United  
Nations  Security  Council  Resolution  1325’  (2015)  <http://wps.unwomen.org/pdf/en/GlobalStudy_EN_Web.pdf>  
accessed  13  February  2017.  
37  Secretary-­‐General  Ban  Ki-­‐moon,  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Statement  on  Appointment  of  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  
Peace  Operations  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  <https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2014-­‐10-­‐
31/secretary-­‐generals-­‐statement-­‐appointment-­‐high-­‐level-­‐independent>  accessed  19  May  2017.  
38  Future  UN  Development  System  (FUNDS)  focuses  on  how  the  UN  as  an  organization  can  improve.  At  the  end  of  2016  
they  conducted  a  global  survey  on  the  Priorities  for  the  Ninth  Secretary  General.  The  responses  from  over  2,7000  
individuals  across  154  countries  was  published  in  January  2017.  ‘The  “FUNDS”  Project  -­‐  Results  of  Global  Survey  on  
Priorities  for  the  New  Secretary-­‐General’  <https://futureun.org/en/Publications-­‐
Surveys/Article?newsid=80&teaserId=2>  accessed  23  May  2017.  
39  Respondents  were  asked:  What  are  the  most  important  functions  of  the  United  Nations  today?  (Choose  one  or  two)  –  
67%  chose  Peacekeeping  and  Peacebuilding,  and  52%  chose  human  rights,  as  one  of  their  options.    
Chapter  One:  Missing  Peace  |  14  	  
Chapter  One:  Missing  Peace  
How  a  Human  Rights  Culture  forms  part  of  the  Puzzle    
  
[T]he  shortcomings  in  efforts  to  fill  the  gaping  hole  in  the  [the  UN’s]  institutional  machinery  for  building  
peace   are   systematic   in   nature.   They   result   from   a   generalized   misunderstanding   of   the   nature   of  
peacebuilding…    
-­‐  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  (2015)  40  
The  UN  has  recently  directed  a  great  deal  of  attention  towards   improving  their  peace  operation  
practices.  Running  the  risk  of  oversimplifying  years  of  operational  activates,  in  general,  the  UN  has  
moved  away  from  a  focus  on  implementing  institutions  towards  directing  attention  to  fostering  the  
necessary  conditions  for  a  peaceful  society.41  The  approach  of  early  UN  involvement  in  post-­‐conflict  
environments  focused  on  establishing  formal  democratic,   legal  and  economic  institutions  which  
mirrored  state  structures  in  Western  intervening  states.42  However,  the  recent  reports  of  the  UN  
have  recognised  that   focusing  on  central  authority,  which  often   lacks  credibility   in  post-­‐conflict  
situations,  may   act   to   deepen   social   divisions—instead,   the   reports   state   that   peace   operations  
should  focus  on  strengthening  conditions  for  peace  across  the  whole  of  society.43  Thus,  in  order  to  
understand   how   human   rights   “play   an   integral   component   of   every   United   Nations   peace  
operation,”44  it  is  important  to  understand  what  the  necessary  conditions  of  a  peaceful  society  are—
and  to  further  understand  the  role  human  rights  plays  towards  achieving  that  end.    
In  this  chapter  I  advance  the  position  that,  in  order  for  human  rights  implementation  to  contribute  
to   the   establishment   of   peace,   the   practice   should   be   directed   towards   bringing   about   a   peace  
enabling  human  rights  culture.  This   is  based  on  an   identification  of  what  constitutes  peace  and  
what  makes  an  activity  capable  of  establishing   this  end.   I  draw  on  Lederach’s   theory  of  conflict  
transformation,  and  the  recent  UN  reports  on  peace  operations,  to  highlight  that  the  contemporary  
UN   perspective   sees   sustainable   peace   as   the   proper   objective   of   peace   operations.   Further,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
40  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  (n  35)  3.  
41  David  Chandler,  Peacebuilding:  The  Twenty  Years’  Crisis,  1997-­‐2017  (Springer  International  Publishing  2017).  
42  Chandler  (n  41)  198.  
43  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  (n  35).  
44  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘The  Future  of  United  Nations  Peace  Operations:  Implementation  of  the  Recommendations  of  
the  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations :  Report  of  the  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  12)  16.  
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sustainable  peace  represents  the  establishment  of  a  culture  capable  of  addressing  root  causes  of  
conflict  and  preventing  further  violence.    
To   claim   that   social  movements,   like   the  human   rights  movement,   aim   to  bring   about   cultural  
change  is  not  a  new  position.45  In  fact,  bringing  about  cultural  change  –  where  culture  encompasses  
both  the  meanings  we  hold  within  our  heads,  and  their  physical  manifestations  through  artefacts  
and  actions—is  arguably  the  desired  outcome  of  all  social  movements.46  Sustainable  peace  is  the  
establishment  of  a  culture  of  peace,  and  if  human  rights  are  to  play  a  key  role  in  getting  there,  it  
must   be   embedded   in   cultural   practices.   I   therefore   argue   that   human   rights   implementation  
enacted   towards   peace  must   bring   about   change   at   a   cultural   level.  When   it   comes   to   the  UN  
practice  of  human  rights  implementation,  however,  the  object  pursued  has  not  always  been  pitched  
in  this  manner.  Identifying  an  instance  where  culture  has  been  regarded  by  the  UN  as  essential  to  
human   rights   protection—the  Human   Rights  Up   Front   initiative—and   contrasting   it   with   past  
approaches,   I  will  argue  that  cultural  change   is  directed  at   fostering  processes,  enacted  through  
day-­‐to-­‐day   relations,   that  enable  meaningful  utilisation  of  cultural  understandings—in  this  case  
the  use  of  human  rights.    
1.   A  Puzzling  Peace:  Peace  as  a  Process-­‐Structure    
Peace  is  more  than  just  the  absence  of  conflict.  It  is  generally  accepted  within  the  UN,  and  wider  
literature,  that  establishing  peace  requires  addressing  the  root  causes  and  practices  which  give  rise  
to   the   conflict   situations.47   Directed   towards   achieving   peace,   implementation,   as   a   concept,  
denotes  change;  it  implies  that  the  status  quo  (of  conflict)  is  undesirable  and  implicitly  commits  to  
taking  actions  which  transforms  society  towards  a  more  desirable  state  (peace).  With  this  element  
of   change   inherent  within   the   idea  of   implementation,   I  have  adopted  Lederach’s   framework  of  
conflict   transformation   to   outline   how   peace   is   currently   conceived.48   Identifying   how   peace   is  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
45  See  for  example:  Henri  Tajfel,  Human  Groups  and  Social  Categories:  Studies  in  Social  Psychology  (CUP  Archive  1981).  
46  James  M  Jasper,  ‘The  Doors  That  Culture  Opened:  Parallels  between  Social  Movement  Studies  and  Social  Psychology’  
(2017)  20  Group  Processes  &  Intergroup  Relations  285,  287.  
47  See  for  example:  Christian  Lotz,  ‘International  Norms  in  Statebuilding:  Finding  a  Pragmatic  Approach’  (2010)  16  
Global  Governance  219+,  222;  Brandon  Hamber  and  others,  ‘Exploring  How  Context  Matters  in  Addressing  the  Impact  
of  Armed  Conflict’  in  Brandon  Hamber  and  Elizabeth  Gallagher  (eds),  Psychosocial  Perspectives  on  Peacebuilding  
(Springer,  Cham  2015)  11;  Laplante  (n  19)  334;  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  
Architecture  (n  35).UN  Secretary-­‐General  Kofi  Annan,  ‘Prevention  of  Armed  Conflict:  Report  of  the  Secretary-­‐General’  
(2001)  UN  Doc  A/55/985-­‐S/2001/574  <http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/un/unpan005902.pdf>  
para  7.  
48  John  Lederach,  Little  Book  of  Conflict  Transformation:  Clear  Articulation  Of  The  Guiding  Principles  By  A  Pioneer  In  
The  Field  (Skyhorse  Publishing,  Inc  2015).  
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understood  allows  for  a  better  identification  of  how  implementing  human  rights  can  be  directed  
towards  establishing  peace,  and  why  a  cultural  approach  is  essential  to  this  exercise.    
Alongside  Lederach’s  framework  I  draw  on  two  recent  reports  of  the  UN  on  peace  operations:  the  
report  of  the  High-­‐level  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (HIPPO),  and  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  
report  (PBA).  These  reports,  both  released  in  mid-­‐2015,  represent  an  acknowledgement  by  the  UN  
that  a  more  dynamic  approach  to  peace  operation  practice  is  required  to  address  conflict  situation.  
The   HIPPO   report   was   commissioned   by   the   former   Secretary-­‐General   Ban   Ki-­‐moon   in   2014.  
Headed   by   Jose   Ramos-­‐Horta   of   Timor-­‐Leste,   the   17-­‐member   panel   was   tasked   with   taking   “a  
comprehensive  look  at  how  United  Nations  peace  operations  could  continue  to  contribute  to  the  
prevention  and  resolution  of  conflicts.”49  The  PBA  report  arose  out  of  the  second  periodic  review  of  
the  UN  Peacebuilding  Architecture.  The  UN  Peacebuilding  Architecture  includes  the  Peacebuilding  
Commission,   the   Peacebuilding   Fund   and   the   Peacebuilding   Support   Office—together   they  
constitute  the  main  body  involved  in  UN  peace  operations.50  The  reports  constitute  the  main  UN  
texts  calling   for   improvement  of  peace  operations  and  represent  a   “fundamental   redefinition  of,  
and  reorientation”51–  the  subsequent  endorsement  of  the  reports  by  both  the  SC  and  the  GA  suggest  
an  acceptance  of  this  new  approach.52    
Lederach’s  framework  of  conflict  transformation  is  directed  at  understanding  conflict  dynamics  and  
their   underlying   causes   to   aid   transformation   towards   peace.   For   Lederach,   peace   is   a   process-­‐
structure.   By   process-­‐structure,   he   means   “a   phenomenon   that   is   simultaneously   dynamic,  
adaptive,  and  changing,  and  yet  has  a  form,  purpose,  and  direction  that  gives  it  shape.”53  The  PBA  
reflects  this  approach  when  it  presented  ‘sustainable  peace’  as  the  concept  that  runs  through  all  of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49  UN  General  Assembly  and  UN  Security  Council,  ‘Identical  Letters  Dated  17  June  2015  from  the  Secretary-­‐General  
Addressed  to  the  President  of  the  General  Assembly  and  the  President  of  the  Security  Council’  (2015)  A/70/95-­‐
S/2015/446  <http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/2015/446>  accessed  13  February  2017.  
50  As  mandated  by  UN  Security  Council,  ‘Security  Council  Resolution  1947  (2010)  [on  Post-­‐Conflict  Peacebuilding]’  
(2010)  S/RES/1947  (2010)  <http://www.refworld.org/docid/4cd142de2.html>  accessed  21  January  2017.  
51  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  (n  35)  6.  
52  The  HIPPO  report  was  endorsed  by  the  GA  and  SC  respectively  in  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘Review  of  the  United  
Nations  Peacebuilding  Architecture’  (2016)  A/RES/70/262  <https://documents-­‐dds-­‐
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N16/119/39/PDF/N1611939.pdf?OpenElement>  accessed  13  January  2017;  UN  Security  
Council,  ‘Security  Council  Resolution  2282  (2016)  [on  Post-­‐Conflict  Peacebuilding]’  (2016)  S/RES/2282  (2016)  
<http://www.securitycouncilreport.org/atf/cf/%7B65BFCF9B-­‐6D27-­‐4E9C-­‐8CD3-­‐CF6E4FF96FF9%7D/s_res_2282.pdf>  
accessed  13  January  2017.    
53  Lederach  (n  48)  27.  
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the  UN’s  peace  activities.  This  view  was  endorsed  by  both  the  Security  Council  and  the  General  
Assembly  in  their  identical  resolutions  stating:    
Recognizing  that  “sustaining  peace”,  as  drawn  from  the  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  report,  should  be  
broadly  understood  as  a  goal  and  a  process  to  build  a  common  vision  of  a  society,  ensuring  that  the  
needs  of  all  segments  of  the  population  are  taken  into  account,  which  encompasses  activities  aimed  at  
preventing  the  outbreak,  escalation,  continuation  and  recurrence  of  conflict,  addressing  root  causes,  
assisting  parties   to  conflict   to  end  hostilities,  ensuring  national  reconciliation,  and  moving  towards  
recovery,  reconstruction  and  development,  and  emphasizing  that  sustaining  peace  is  a  shared  task  and  
responsibility  that  needs  to  be  fulfilled  by  the  Government  and  all  other  national  stakeholders,  and  
should  flow  through  all  three  pillars  of  the  United  Nations  engagement  at  all  staged  of  conflict,  and  in  
all  its  dimensions,  and  needs  sustained  international  attention  and  assistance.  54      
In   this  way,   peace   is   understood   as   the   establishment   of   ongoing   social   processes   that   prevent  
conflict,   or   conflict   causing   elements.   This   definition   of   sustainable   peace   advanced  by   the  UN  
supports  Lederach’s  proposition  that  peace  is  “centred  and  rooted  in  the  quality  of  relationships.”55  
This  includes  both  interpersonal  one-­‐to-­‐one  relationships  and  more  structural  relationships.  In  this  
way  all  aspects  of  society  must  be  holistically  examined  when  aiming  to  bring  about  peace.  As  stated  
by  the  PBA  Expert  Advisory  group  “...sustainable  peace  requires  broad  and  inclusive  participation,  
involving  State  and  civil  society  stakeholders  all  the  way  to  the  grass-­‐roots  level.”56    
Also   key   to   this   definition   is   a   focus   on   prevention:   peace   operations   that   seeks   to   produce   a  
sustainable  peace  aim  to  address  issues  before  they  result  in  the  outbreak  of  conflict.  This  means  
that  both  reports   stress   the   importance  of  early  political   involvement,  noting   that  prevention   is  
much   less   costly   (financially   and   in   regard   to  human   lives)   than  waiting   for   violent   conflicts   to  
arise.57  As   articulated  by   the  Expert  Advisory   group   in   the  PBA   report:   “a   change   in  mindset   is  
needed:  rather  than  waiting  until  a  crisis  breaks  out  and  then  making  a  default  recourse  to  a  crisis  
response,  timely  efforts  to  prevent  conflict  and  then  sustain  peace  needs  to  embedded  across  all  
sectors  and  phases  of  action.”  58  It  is  essential  to  further  note  that  prevention  is  not  understood  as  
a  linear  exercise.  UN  peace  operations  are  not  only  deployed  in  areas  where  there  is  a  high  risk  of  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
54  Preamble,  A/Res/70/262(2016);  SC/Res/2282  (2016)    
55  Lederach  (n  48)  27.  
56  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘The  Future  of  United  Nations  Peace  Operations:  Implementation  of  the  Recommendations  of  
the  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations :  Report  of  the  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  12).  
57  See  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24);  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  
Peacebuilding  Architecture  (n  35).  
58  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  (n  35).  
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violence  reoccurring,  but  have  a  presence  in  a  range  of  states  that  may  not  have  a  recent  history  of  
conflict.  In  each  of  these  situations,  achieving  sustainable  peace  requires  actions  which  prevent  and  
diminish  the  outbreak  of  violent  relations  through  an  ongoing  engagement  with  the  local  context.      
  
Implementing  sustainable  peace,  therefore,  is  continuously  directed  at  multiple  levels  of  society.  
Lederach   states   that   we   need   to   examine   the   interrelated   personal,   relational,   structural   and  
cultural  dimensions  in  which  change  operates—by  this  he  means  both  that  conflict  causes  change  
in  these  dimensions,  and  that  efforts  to  bring  about  peace  should  be  directed  at  change  in  these  
dimensions.   59   In   this   inquiry   I   adopt   Broome   and   Collier’s   model   of   the   relationship   between  
Lederach’s  dimensions,  which  entails  (1)  that  culture  underpins,  and  is  informed  by,  the  other  three  
dimensions;   and   (2)   that   a   “praxis   that   focuses   on   a   single   dimension   –   personal,   relational,   or  
structural  –  in  isolation,  offers  an  overly  narrow  view.”60  In  this  way,  culture  permeates  through  the  
other  dimensions,  underpinning  and  reinforced  by  personal,  relational  and  structural  aspects  of  a  
society.  It  is  important  that  any  initiative  that  aims  to  bring  about  cultural  change,  thus,  examines  
all  dimensions.   In  Chapter  2   I  will   examine  how  a  human  rights  understanding,   targeted  at   the  
personal,   relational   and   structural   dimensions   simultaneously,   has   the   potential   to   assist   the  
establishment  of  sustainable  peace.    
This   prioritisation   of   relationships,   prevention,   and   a   holistic   perspective,   shows   that   peace  
implementation  cannot  be  static  in  its  understanding  and  approach.  Within  the  literature  around  
the  more  commonly  used  term  ‘conflict  resolution,’  there  is  a  tendency  to  see  conflicts  as  isolated  
incidents  with  discussion  directed  towards  “fixing”  the  situation.  This  can  result  in  a  narrow  focus  
on  the  direct  issues  that  caused  the  conflict  without  regard  to  historical  or  structural  conditions.61  
As  the  HIPPO  report  states  “countries  emerging  from  conflict  are  not  blank  pages  and  their  people  
are  not  ‘projects.’”62  While  direct  considerations  are  crucial  considerations,  and  have  real  impact  on  
conflicts,  a  sole  focus  on  immediate  relational  considerations  may  make  peace  implementers  blind  
to  wider  social  factors.  It  is  important  that  pertinent  considerations  in  the  personal  and  structural  
dimensions,   for   example,   are   not   overlooked.   Peace   operations   must   therefore   consider   the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59  Lederach  (n  48)  30.  
60  Benjamin  J  Broome  and  Mary  Jane  Collier,  ‘Culture,  Communication,  and  Peacebuilding:  A  Reflexive  Multi-­‐
Dimensional  Contextual  Framework’  (2012)  5  Journal  of  International  and  Intercultural  Communication  245,  254.  
61  John  Lederach,  Little  Book  of  Conflict  Transformation:  Clear  Articulation  Of  The  Guiding  Principles  By  A  Pioneer  In  
The  Field  (Skyhorse  Publishing,  Inc  2015)  15,  37.  
62  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24).    
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historical  local  context  in  which  they  operate,  and  its  potential  impacts  on  their  engagement  and  
the  conflict  as  it  unfolds.      
Overlooking  context  can  also  give  rise  to  the  mistaken  belief  that  generic  models  of  peace  can  be  
transposed   within   different   contexts.   Generic   models   (such   as   the   imposition   of   particular  
economic  or  legal  structures)  are  inconsistent  with  belief  that  sustainable  peace  requires  inclusive  
participation,  instead  they  bring  with  them  an  air  of  superior  knowledge.63  In  the  view  of  the  HIPPO  
report   "lasting   peace   is   not   achieved  nor   sustained   by  military   and   technical   engagements,   but  
through   political   solutions."64   In   calling   for   political   solutions,   the   UN   is   acknowledging   the  
complexity  of  intractable  conflicts—and  admitting  that,  if  the  organisation  hopes  to  bring  about  
any   change,   it   requires   them   to   continuously   engage   with   the   multilayered   and   interrelated  
elements  of  the  conflict.  And,  even  then,  a  positive  outcome  is  not  guaranteed.  As  Lederach  states:    
The  movement  from  the  present  towards  the  desired  future  is  not  a  straight  line.  Rather,  it  represents  
a   dynamic   set   of   initiatives   that   set   in   motion   change   processes   and   promote   long-­‐term   change  
strategies,  while  providing  responses  to  specific  immediate  needs.  Conflict  transformation  faces  these  
challenged:  what  kind  of   changes  and   solutions  are  needed?  At  what   levels?  Around  which   issues?  
Embedded   in   which   relationships?...this   approach   goes   beyond   negotiating   solutions   and   builds  
towards   something   new.   This   requires   the   negotiation   of   change   processes   rising   from   a   broader  
understanding  of  relational  patterns  and  historical  context.  65      
Prioritising  politics  is  a  call  for  humility  and  caution  on  the  part  of  international  actors.  Having  too  
much  confidence  on  international  technical  expertise,  in  the  view  of  the  two  reports,  is  not  only  
ineffective,  but  has  the  potential  to  limit  international  actors’  ability  to  critically  assess  the  political  
impacts  of  their  actions.66  
Returning  now  to  Lederach’s  understanding  of  peace  as  a  process-­‐structure,  we  can  see  that  the  UN  
endorses  a  “dynamic,  adaptive,  and  changing”  approach  to  achieving  peace  through  political  and  
contextual  engagement.  The  organisation’s  approach,  however,  “has  a  form,  purpose,  and  direction”  
in   that   it   is   directed   towards   addressing   conflict   enabling/causing   practices   at   the   personal,  
relational,  and  structural  level.  The  desired  outcome  is  that  these  practices  will  the  transformed  in  
a  way  that  prevents  conflict  from  (re)occurring.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
63  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24).  
64  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24).  
65  Lederach  (n  48)  46–7.  
66  High-­‐Level  Independent  Panel  on  Peace  Operations  (n  24).  
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2.   Fitting  in  Culture:  Establishing  a  Peace  Enabling  Human  Rights  Culture    
When  sustainable  peace  arises  out  of  the  establishment  of  a  process-­‐structure  that  addresses  root  
causes  and  prevents  violence  this,  in  practice,  means  establishing  a  culture  of  peace.  According  to  
UN  Resolution  A/RES/53/243A  “a  culture  of  peace  is  a  set  of  values,  attitudes,  traditions  and  modes  
of  behaviour  and  ways  of  life”  that  lead  members  of  society  to  resolve  conflicts  through  non-­‐violent  
means.67  Conflict,  when  it  comes  down  to  it,  is  violence  performed  by  humans  against  other  humans  
and   the  desired  outcome  of   peace   requires   a   change   in   a   range  of   conditions,   perceptions,   and  
behaviours  that  direct  individuals  to  act  violently.    
It   goes   without   saying   that   culture   –   both   the   understandings   we   carry   in   our   heads,   and   the  
physical  forms  that  express  and  embody  those  meanings  –  plays  a  major  role  in  conflicts,  positively  
and  negatively.  Cultural  meanings   frame,  guide,  and  shape  behaviour  and  are  key   in  gaining  an  
understanding  of,  and  changing,  human  actions.  To  list  some  of  the  ways  culture  impacts  human  
actions:   Culture   impacts   how   people   interpret,68   and   thus   emotionally   react,   69   to   situations.  
Cultural  norms  can  determine  ideological  dispositions,  and  moral  convictions  which  can  impact  
what   actions   an   individual   considers   justified,   as   well   as   emotional   reactions   to   situations.70  
Cultural  identity  and  who  one  perceives  to  be  within  one’s  in-­‐group  (and  conversely  who  falls  into  
an  out-­‐group)  is  a  determinant  factor  in  willingness  to  cooperate,71  inflict  violence,72  and  impetus  
to  engage  in  collective  action.73  With  the  underscoring  role  that  culture  plays  as  both  the  context  
and   the   cause   of   conflict,   it   is   only   reasonable   that   peace   implementation   is   directed   towards  
changing  cultural  beliefs  and  expressions  that  are  inimical  to  sustaining  peace.    
Here   I   move   to   claiming   that,   in   order   for   human   rights   implementation   to   contribute   to   the  
establishment  of  security,  it  must  be  directed  towards  establishing  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
67  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘Declaration  on  a  Culture  of  Peace  -­‐  UN  Documents:  Gathering  a  Body  of  Global  Agreements’  
(1999)  A/RES/53/243  A  <http://www.un-­‐documents.net/a53r243a.htm>  accessed  29  May  2017.  
68  Nurit  Shnabel,  John  F  Dovidio  and  Ziv  Levin,  ‘But  It’s  My  Right!  Framing  Effects  on  Support  for  Empowering  Policies’  
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70  Linda  J  Skitka  and  Elizabeth  Mullen,  ‘The  Dark  Side  of  Moral  Conviction’  (2002)  2  Analyses  of  Social  Issues  and  Public  
Policy  35.  
71  Morton  Deutsch  and  Peter  T  Coleman,  ‘Psychological  Components  of  Sustainable  Peace:  An  Introduction’,  
Psychological  Components  of  Sustainable  Peace  (Springer,  New  York,  NY  2012)  <https://link-­‐springer-­‐
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72  Eran  Halperin,  ‘Group-­‐Based  Hatred  in  Intractable  Conflict  in  Israel’  (2008)  52  The  Journal  of  Conflict  Resolution  713.  
73  Elze  G  Ufkes  and  others,  ‘Understanding  How  Common  Ingroup  Identity  Undermines  Collective  Action  among  
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culture.  If  peace  is  a  process-­‐structure  directed  towards  bringing  about  social  change  that  addresses  
root  causes  and  prevents  violence;  and  these  processes  are  embedded  in  relational  practices  and  
beliefs  (thus  a  cultural  disposition);  and  human  rights  are  essential  to  the  realisation  of  peace;  then  
human  rights  must  speak  to  relational  practices  and  beliefs  in  a  way  that  discourages  violence  –  the  
manner  in  which  human  rights  (as  an  idea)  does  this  constitutes  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  
culture.   By   human   rights   ‘as   an   idea’   I   mean   the   conceptual   components   of   human   rights  
understanding  as  opposed  to  the  human  rights  codified  in  legal  documents.  Bringing  about  cultural  
beliefs  and  practices,  informed  by  human  rights  understandings,  that  have  the  potential  to  enable  
peace  constitutes  the  proper  aim  of  human  rights  implementation.    
The  remainder  of  this  chapter  will  focus  on  showing  how  a  cultural  approach  to  human  rights  has  
been  recognised,  by  the  UN,  as  essential  for  preventing  human  rights  violations.  I  have  chosen  to  
focus  my  discussion  on  Human  Rights  Up  Front  (HRUF)  –  a  recent  initiative  of  the  UN  that  aims  
to  bring  about  a  cultural  change  within  the  organisation.  Not  only  does  HRUF  show  that  the  UN  
recognises  the  importance  of  a  cultural  approach  to  human  rights,  but  it  highlights  the  types  of  
concerns  an  initiative  aimed  at  bringing  about  cultural  change  is  directed  towards.  Ultimately,  
cultural  change  aims  to  bring  about  participants  who  contextually  apply  shared  understandings  in  
a  continuous  and  dynamic  fashion.  Further,  through  contrasting  HRUF  with  past  UN  approaches  
to  human  rights  violations  acts  to  highlights  that  not  all  human  rights  activity  is  directed  towards  
the  establishment  of  a  cultural  approach  to  human  rights.    
Before  I  undertake  this  discussion,  there  is  a  clarification  that  I  must  make.  In  contrasting  HRUF  
with  other  UN  human  rights  initiatives,  my  claim  is  that  not  all  human  rights  activity  is  directed  
towards  producing  cultural  change.  My  point  here  is  not  that  past  approaches,  such  as  human  rights  
tribunals,  are  not  informed  by  a  human  rights  culture,  or  that  they  are  incapable  of  reinforcing  a  
human  rights  culture.  There  is  no  denying  that  a  human  rights  understanding  underpins  tribunals,  
and  other  human  rights  activities.  What  I  am  advancing  is  that  these  initiatives  are  not  expressly  
directed  at  building  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture.  It  is  the  approach  that  the  initiatives  
take   towards   human   rights,   and   the   purpose   to   which   they   are   directed—as   opposed   to   the  
substantive  disposition  they  are  informed  by—which  I  reject.  My  primary  concern  is  with  the  nexus  
between  human  rights  and  peace  and,  thus,  here  human  rights  implementation  must  reflect  the  
characteristics  of  sustainable  peace.  Namely,  it  must  (a)  respond  to  contextual  situations  in  a  way  
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that  (b)  addresses  root  causes/enablers  of  violent  relations  and  (c)  act  to  embed  an  ongoing  and  
dynamic  practice  which  leads  to  the  prevention  of  conflict.      
2.1   HRUF  Context    
According  to  the  UN,  HRUF  arose  out  of  the  organisations’  poor  track  record  for  upholding  human  
rights  principles  in  the  field.74  In  particular,  the  findings  that  the  organisation  acted  inconsistently  
and  ineffectively  in  respect  of  human  rights  abuses  in  Sri  Lanka  between  2008-­‐9  is  cited  as  a  catalyst  
for  the  establishment  of  HRUF.75  On  a  number  of  occasions  the  UN  failed  to  disclose  information  
about  attacks  on  civilians  by  the  Sri  Lankan  government,76  and  the  few  UN  workers  who  did  speak  
up  about  the  situation  were  silenced.77  Overall,  UN  actions  appeared  to  be  more  concerned  with  
maintaining   a   strong   political   relationship   with   the   Sri   Lankan   government   than   protecting  
civilians.78   As   one   UN   worker   noted   “nobody   really   had   priority   for   the   human   rights   and  
humanitarian  law  aspects  of  the  situation,  which  was  by  far  the  most  urgent.”79  
In  late  2009  and  early  2010  reports  increasingly  emerged  about  the  extent  of  human  rights  abuses  
committed  by  the  Sri  Lankan  government;  there  was  thought  to  be  as  many  as  40,000  casualties  
within  a  six-­‐month  period.  The  UN  also  came  under  scrutiny  for  their  complacency,  with  one  NGO  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
74  Deputy  Secretary-­‐General  Jan  Eliasson,  ‘Deputy  Secretary-­‐General’s  Press  Conference  on  Rights  up  Front  Action  Plan  
|  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  (19  December  2013)  <https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/dsg/press-­‐encounter/2013-­‐
12-­‐19/deputy-­‐secretary-­‐general%E2%80%99s-­‐press-­‐conference-­‐rights-­‐front>  accessed  25  January  2017.  
75  Andrew  Gilmour’s  outline  of  the  HRUF  cites  the  report  of  the  Internal  Review  Panel  as  directly  leading  to  the  
initiative,  see:  Andrew  Gilmour,  ‘The  Future  of  Human  Rights:  A  View  from  the  United  Nations’  (2014)  28  Ethics  &  
International  Affairs  239,  240.For  the  report  itself,  see:  Secretary-­‐General’s  Internal  Review  Panel,  ‘Report  of  the  
Secretary-­‐General’s  Internal  Review  Panel  on  United  Nations  Actions  in  Sri  Lanka’  (2012)  
<http://www.un.org/News/dh/infocus/Sri_Lanka/The_Internal_Review_Panel_report_on_Sri_Lanka.pdf>  accessed  27  
January  2017.    
76  For  example,  when  the  UN  withdrew  from  the  de-­‐facto  capital  of  the  rebel  held  territory  Kilinochchi  in  September  
2008  they  did  not  publicise  that  the  Sri  Lankan  government  had  repeatedly  bombed  the  vicinity  of  the  UN  base,  posing  
a  threat  to  the  safety  of  UN  staff.  This,  in  effect,  led  to  the  absence  of  UN  witnesses  to  the  war  and  impeded  the  delivery  
of  humanitarian  aid.    
77  In  December  2008,  A  World  Food  Programme  (WFP)  employee  told  the  BBC  that  the  situation  was  comparable  to  
conditions  he  had  seen  in  Somalia.  Subsequently,  he  was  banned  from  Sri  Lanka,  an  UN  official  dismissed  the  statement  
as  “personal  opinion”,  and  the  organisation  did  not  renew  his  contract.  Gerrit  Kurtz,  ‘With  Courage  and  Coherence’  
[2015]  Global  Public  Policy  Institute  Policy  Paper  9  
<http://www.academia.edu/download/39630115/Kurtz_2015_Courage_and_Coherence_UN_Human_Rights.pdf>  
accessed  25  January  2017.  
78  In  January  2009  two  aid  workers  witnessed  the  shelling  of  medical  facilities  by  the  Sri  Lankan  army  which  led  to  an  
UN  country  investigation  that  collected  data  about  civilian  casualties.  The  resulting  report,  however,  failed  to  highlight  
that  the  vast  majority  of  the  casualties  resulted  from  actions  of  the  Sri  Lankan  army.  Later,  when  the  UN  Human  Rights  
Commissioner  published  the  figures  on  her  own,  the  Resident  Coordinator  apologised  to  the  Sri  Lankan  government  
stating  that  the  figures  were  inaccurate  –  even  when  they  had  in  fact  gone  through  a  rigorous  verification  process.  
Secretary-­‐General’s  Internal  Review  Panel  (n  75).  
79  Kurtz  (n  77)  10.  
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stating  that   “the  many  small  concessions  made  by  humanitarians   in   the  name  of   ‘pragmatism’…  
created  the  extraordinary  expectation  of  the  Sri  Lankan  government  that  it  could  detain  300,000  
people  indefinably  inside  internationally  funded  IDP  camps.”  80  The  Secretary-­‐General  at  the  time,  
Ban  Ki-­‐moon,  established  an  Internal  Review  Panel  to  examine  UN  actions  during  the  final  stages  
of  conflict.  The  Panel  released  their  report  in  November  2012,  and  instead  of  placing  the  blame  on  
specific  bodies  or  (in)actions,  they  stated  that  the  UN  system  as  a  whole  “lacked  an  adequate  and  
shared  sense  of  responsibility  for  human  rights  violations.”81  In  the  Panel’s  view,  the  problem  went  
beyond   the   events   at   Sri   Lanka;   what   was   ultimately   required   was   a   review   of   the   whole  
organisation.  The  Panel  recommended  that  the  Secretary-­‐General  renew  a  vision  of  the  UN  that  
embedded  a  human  rights  perspective  into  UN  strategies  and  strengthened  the  UN’s  crisis  response  
towards  grave  human  rights  violations.82  A  UN-­‐wide  working  group  was  established  to  address  the  
institutional  gap,  which  resulted  in  the  HRUF  initiative.      
It  is  important  to  note  that  HRUF  attempts  to  tackle  something  wider  than  merely  failings  to  report  
human  rights  abuses.  While  the  catalyst  for  the  initiative  is  the  events  in  Sri  Lanka,  the  approach  is  
a  recognition  of  the  marginalised  position  of  human  rights  within  the  actions  of  the  UN.  The  UN  
and  human  rights  are  closely  associated;  former  Secretary  General  Ban  Ki-­‐moon  noted  “promoting  
respect   for  human  rights   is  a  core  purpose  of   the  United  Nations  and  defined   its   identity  as  an  
organization  for  people  around  the  world.”83  Despite  this,  the  organisation  has  historically  given  
little  attention  to  human  rights  compared  to  the  other  two  pillars:  under  3%  of  the  regular  budget  
of  the  UN  is  assigned  to  Office  of  the  High  Commissioner  for  Human  Rights  and,  as  a  subsidiary  
body   of   the  General   Assembly,   the  Human  Rights   Council   is   relegated   to   a   secondary   position  
within  the  organisation.  84  The  systematic  failure  identified  by  the  internal  panel  speaks  to  the  fact  
that,  while  there  may  be  rhetorical  commitment,  human  rights  isn’t  felt  in  a  meaningful  way  on  the  
field  where  it  is  most  needed.  In  this  way,  HRUF  is  not  merely  a  response  to  the  failings  of  the  UN  
in  Sri  Lanka,  but  an  initiative  directed  at  the  entirety  of  the  organisation.  Articulating  this  point,  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80  Fieldview  Solutions,  ‘Protecting  or  Facilitating?  A  Review  of  the  Humanitarian  Response  to  IDP  Detention  in  Sri  
Lanka  2009’  10  <http://www.fieldviewsolutions.org/fv-­‐publications/Protecting_or_Facilitating-­‐Sri_Lanka_2009.pdf>  
accessed  13  May  2017.  
81  Secretary-­‐General’s  Internal  Review  Panel  (n  75)  28.  
82  Secretary-­‐General’s  Internal  Review  Panel  (n  75).  
83  UN  Secretary-­‐General,  ‘Rights  Up  Front’  <http://www.refworld.org/docid/549141f84.html>  accessed  24  January  2017.  
84  David  Whaley,  ‘The  Role  of  Human  Rights  -­‐  The  UN"s  Elusive  Third  Pillar’  in  Richard  Jolly  and  Michael  Askwith  
(eds),  The  UN  at  70,  and  the  UK  -­‐  Development  Cooperation,  Humanitarian  Action,  and  Peace  and  Security:  Lessons  from  
Experience  and  Policy  Recommendations  (2016)  33.  
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Ban  Ki-­‐moon  told  the  General  Assembly:  “I   launched  the  Human  Rights  Up  Front  initiative  as  a  
way  to  bring  the  three  pillars  of  the  United  Nations  together,  to  ensure  that  human  rights  concerns  
are  prioritized,  and  to  bring  the  Charter  back  to  the  forefront  of  the  daily  activities  of  the  entire  UN  
system.”85    
To  achieve  this,  HRUF  aims  to  make  three  broad  changes  within  the  UN  system;  first,  to  bring  about  
a   culture  where  all  UN  staff  understand  and  commit   to  human   rights;   second,   to  operate  more  
coherently   in   its   institutional   response   to  human  rights  violations;   and   finally,   to   increase  early  
engagement  with   states   and   other   stakeholders.86   Stressing   the   need   for   a   UN   response   before  
serious  violations  of  human  rights  occur,  the  available  summary  of  the  action  points  pull  out  six  in  
particular:87    
1.   To  make  human  rights  a  central  part  all  UN  departments  by  having  robust  communication  
about   responsibilities,   integrating   human   rights   into   hiring   processes   and   increase  
accountability;    
2.   Take  a  more  proactive  approach  in  regards  to  engagement,  whether  with  member  states,  or  
bringing  issues  to  the  Security  Council;  
3.   Have  a  better  strategy  for  field  engagement,  including  giving  human  rights  training  to  those  
on  the  field  and  deploying  specialist  human  rights  expertise  where  appropriate;    
4.   Greater  coordination  between  different  UN  offices  to  ensure  shared  understanding  and  a  
cohesive  response;  
5.   Strengthen  the  capacity  of  human  rights  entities;  and  
6.   Establish  a  common,  UN-­‐wide,  information  management  system  for  human  rights.  
In  this  manner,  HRUF  is  directed  towards  establishing  cultural  change  within  the  organisation  to  
enhance  its  preventative  capabilities  in  the  field.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  the  High-­‐Level  General  Assembly  Thematic  Debate:  un@70:  Human  Rights  at  the  
Centre  of  the  Global  Agenda  [as  Delivered]  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  
<https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/2016-­‐07-­‐12/secretary-­‐generals-­‐remarks-­‐high-­‐level-­‐general-­‐assembly-­‐
thematic>  accessed  11  November  2016.  
86  Deputy  Secretary-­‐General  Jan  Eliasson,  ‘Deputy  Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  at  Interactive  Dialogue  with  the  General  
Assembly  on  Human  Rights  Up  Front  [as  Prepared  for  Delivery]’  (New  York,  27  January  2016)  
<https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/dsg/statement/2016-­‐01-­‐27/deputy-­‐secretary-­‐generals-­‐remarks-­‐interactive-­‐
dialogue-­‐general>  accessed  25  January  2017.  
87  Inter-­‐Agency  Standing  Committee  (IASC),  ‘“Rights  Up  Front”  Detailed  Action  Plan  (Internal  Document)’  
<https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/detailed_hruf_plan_of_action.pdf>  accessed  25  January  2017.  
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2.2   The  Cultural  approach  of  HRUF  
The  HRUF  initiative  arose  out  of  a  realisation  that  even  individuals  who  hold  knowledge  of  human  
rights,  and  believe  in  their  importance,  can  act  in  ways  which  do  not  lead  to  their  realisation.  By  
specifically   focusing  on  developing  culture  as  one  of   the  key  changes,  HRUF  shows  that  human  
rights  culture  must  be  something  more  than  mere  belief  in  human  rights.  Ultimately  HRUF  aims  
to  bring  about  a  practice;  a  lens  that  is  applied  to  phenomena  as  they  arise  and  assesses  whether  
they   indicate   a   risk   of   human   rights   violations.   In   other   words,   it   is   a   mode   of   processing  
information  (such  as  events  unfolding  in  countries)  which  continuously  assesses  whether  a  risk  of  
human  rights  violations  may  arise.  In  line  with  Lederach’s  idea  of  process-­‐structures,  and  the  UN’s  
focus   on   political   engagement,   it   requires   dynamically   and   adaptively   applying   human   rights  
understanding   to   changing   circumstances.   This   sensitivity   cannot   be   reduced   to   hard-­‐and-­‐fast  
rules,  and  it  cannot  be  fully  captured  in  a  list  of  risk  factors;  this  ambiguity  is  precisely  what  makes  
it  a  culture.  It  is  a  way  of  being  in  the  world  that,  because  of  what  one  intuitively  pays  attention  to,  
makes  one  skilled  at  identifying  threats.  While  in  practice,  centralised  and  coordinated  action  will  
be  required  on  the  part  of  the  UN  for  HRUF  to  be  operational,  it’s  the  human  rights  culture  that  it  
promotes  that  encourages  individuals  to  see  prevention  of  human  rights  violations  as  part  of  their  
day-­‐to-­‐day  role  and  thus  underpins  this  cooperation.    
It  is  worth  reiterating  that  HRUF  is  an  internal  initiative  and  this  must  be  taken  into  account  when  
it  is  used  to  determine  what  a  human  rights  culture  looks  like  more  generally.  The  key  difference  
between  HRUF,  and  human  rights   implementation   in  peace  operations,   is   the  context   in  which  
human  rights  culture  operates.  While  HRUF  is  about  UN  personnel  interpreting  contexts  to  assess  
whether  there  is  a  risk  of  human  rights  violation  by  others  towards  others,  the  aim  of  human  rights  
implementation  in  peace  operations  is  to  change  social  relations  in  the  host  society  in  a  way  that  
leads   to   sustainable   peace.   Underlying   both   approaches,   however,   is   that   they   represent   the  
application   of   human   rights   understandings   in   a   contextual   and   dynamic   fashion.   The  
underpinning  human  rights  beliefs  theoretically  remain  the  same,  but  who  the  users  are  and  the  
contexts  they  employ  them  are  different.  Namely,  while  HRUF  is  targeted  at  individuals  who  use  
human   rights   to   acts   as   witnesses   to   prevent   violations   between   others,   the   audience   of   peace  
operations   are   individuals   who,   due   to   the   adoption   of   a   human   rights   culture,   refrain   from  
violating  the  rights  of  others.  Because  HRUF  is  directed  towards  an  audience  that  (arguably)  accepts  
the  concept  of  human  rights,  it  doesn’t  necessarily  show  us  how  to  instil  a  cultural  belief  in  human  
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rights.  What   it   shows,  however,   is   that  a  cultural  approach   is  more   than  a  mere  belief   in   rights  
themselves.    
Cultures  are  communication  structures  that  both  ground,  and  produce,  our  understanding  of  our  
lived   experience.88   One   way   to   think   about   how   culture   works   is   as   a   language   game,   in   a  
Wittgensteinian  sense:  “—and,  more  than  language  games,  they  are  “forms  of  life”  comprising,  in  
addition   to   written   texts,   social   customs,   religious   beliefs,   rituals,   and   practices.”   89   To   be   a  
participant  in  this  language  game  requires  not  only  knowledge  of  terms  used  within  a  culture,  but  
one   must   have   “a   familiarity   with   an   entire   universe   of   meaning   where   language   and   society  
interpenetrate  the  lived  value  of  words.”90  When  we  apply  this  to  human  rights—to  human  rights  
as  a  language  game,  as  it  were—being  part  of  a  human  rights  culture  is  not  so  much  about  knowing  
the  substantive  rights  that  are  enshrined  in  human  rights  instruments,  but  for  the  meaning  that  
lies  behind  them  to  be  significant  in  relevant  situations  and  to  be  exhibited  in  peoples’  practices.  
This   speaks   to   both   the   application  within   the   appropriate   contexts   and   the   attachment   to   the  
situation  the  gravity  that  a  human  rights  understanding  calls  for.    
When  put  this  way,  it  is  clear  why  HRUF  is  focused  on  establishing  a  human  rights  culture.  In  Sri  
Lanka,   the  UN  as  an  organisation  failed  to   instigate  established  practices  when  confronted  with  
human   rights   abuses.   It  wasn’t   that   the   actors  within   the   organisation  didn’t   believe   in  human  
rights,  nor  was  it  that  the  UN  didn’t  consider  the  actions  of  the  Sri  Lankan  government  to  be  human  
rights  abuses  –  it  was  that  they  failed  to  attach  to  the  events  the  gravity  demanded  of  human  rights,  
and   to   then   act   in   established   ways   that   represented   the   recognition   of   that   expressed   that  
understanding.  As  one  UN  official  stated,  “the  actions  envisaged  [as  part  of  HRuF]  should  change  
the  way  staff  relate  to  their  roles  within  the  United  Nations,  the  way  the  UN’s  various  entities  and  
the  Secretary-­‐General  relates  to  member  states,  and  –  eventually,  so  it  is  hoped  –  the  way  member  
states  relate  to  serious  human  rights  violations  on  the  ground.”91  
What  this  shows  is  that  a  human  rights  culture  requires  the  ability  to  use  human  rights  terms  to  
describe,  understand,  and  contextualise  new  phenomena  as  they  arise.  Culture  is  something  that  is  
continuously  and  creatively  expressed;  when  we  encounter  a  new  experience,  we  utilise  the  cultural  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
88  Broome  and  Collier  (n  60)  253.  
89  Fred  Dallmayr,  ‘Cross-­‐Cultural  Encounters:  Gadamer  and  Merleau-­‐Ponty’  in  HY  Jung  and  L  Embree  (eds),  Political  
Phenomenology  (Springer,  Cham  2016)  242.  
90  Maurice  Merleau-­‐Ponty,  The  Prose  of  the  World  (Northwestern  University  Press  1973)  xxxiii.  
91  Gilmour  (n  75)  245.  
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terms  available  to  us  to  make  sense  of  the  experience.  This  point  was  made  by  Roy  Wagner  when  
he  said:  “Invention,  then,  is  culture,  and  it  might  be  helpful  to  think  of  all  human  beings,  wherever  
they  may  be,  as  “fieldworkers”  of  a  sort,  controlling  the  culture  shock  of  daily  experience  through  
all  kinds  of  imagined  and  constructed  “rules,”  traditions,  and  facts.”92  The  former  Deputy  Secretary  
General  stated  that  HRUF  is  about  preventing  human  rights  violations  and  establishing  a  UN  that  
is   “prepared  to  deal  with  situations  when  they  turn   into  the  risk  of  becoming  mass  atrocities.”93  
Each   situation  which   the  UN  operates   in   is   a   new   and   complex   context,   in   order   to   effectively  
prevent  human  rights  violations  the  ability  of  the  personnel  has  to  go  beyond  recognising  when  a  
human  rights  violation  has  occurred  to  recognising  a  threat  of  human  rights  violation  occurring.  
While   in  Sri  Lanka   the  UN  failed   to  even  do   the   former,   the  ability   to  do   the   latter   requires  an  
understanding  and  appreciation   that  goes  beyond  mere  knowledge  of   substantive  human  rights  
principles.    
This  requirement  of  contextualisation  is  reflective  of  an  observation  made  by  David  Kennedy  that  
“[j]ustice   is   something   that  must  be  made,   experiences,   articulated,  performed  each   time  anew.  
Human  rights  may  well  offer  an  index  of  ways  in  which  past  experiences  of  justice-­‐achieved  have  
retrospectively  been  described,  but  the  usefulness  of  this  catalogue  as  a  stimulus  to  emancipatory  
creativity   is   swamped  by   the  encouragement  such   lists  give   to   the   idea   that   justice  need  not  be  
made,  that  it  can  be  found  or  simply  imported.”94  While,  in  aiming  to  bring  about  a  cultural  change  
within  the  organisation,  HRUF  does  undertake  practical  educational  measures  which  incorporates  
human  rights  elements  into  hiring,  induction,  and  review  processes  of  all  staff,95  it  also  focuses  on  
this   idea   that   human   rights   are   contextually   and   continuously   applied   by  highlighting   they   are  
relevant  and  pertinent  to  the  whole  of  UN  activities.96  Part  of  how  it  does  this  is  by  calling  for  greater  
institutional  coherence  –  both  at  the  conceptual  and  the  practical  level.  Conceptually,  HRUF  aims  
to  achieve  “greater  recognition  among  United  Nations  staff  of  how  problems  in  the  development  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
92  Roy  Wagner,  The  Invention  of  Culture  (University  of  Chicago  Press  2016)  35.  
93  Deputy  Secretary-­‐General  Jan  Eliasson  (n  74).  
94  David  Kennedy,  ‘International  Human  Rights  Movement:  Part  of  the  Problem?  Boundaries  in  the  Field  of  Human  
Rights’  (2002)  15  Harvard  Human  Rights  Journal  101.  
95  United  Nations,  ‘Human  Rights  up  Front:  A  Summary  for  Staff’  
<http://www.un.org/News/dh/pdf/english/2016/Human-­‐Rights-­‐up-­‐Front.pdf>  accessed  24  January  2017.  
96  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  the  High-­‐Level  General  Assembly  Thematic  Debate:  un@70:  Human  Rights  at  the  
Centre  of  the  Global  Agenda  [as  Delivered]  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  85).  
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pillar  can  affect  the  human  rights  and  peace  and  security  pillars,  and  vice  versa.”97  And  practically,  
HRUF  responds  to  the  Panel’s  critique  that  relevant  information  was  not  shared  with  OHCHR  or  
Member  states  in  Sri  Lanka  with  a  coordinated  approach  to  information  gathering.98    
The  UN  has  given  a  great  deal  of  focus  to  drawing  a  closer  connection  between  their  three  pillars  
of   responsibility.   In   the  2005  Report   titled   In  Larger   freedom:  towards  development,  security  and  
human  rights  for  all  Kofi  Annan  first  articulated  this  belief,  stating  that  “development,  security  and  
human  rights  go  hand  in  hand.”99  It  has  been  well  established  that  there  is  a  correlation  between  
economic   issues,   human   rights   violations,   and   the   outbreak   of   conflict.   However,   HRUF   goes  
beyond   this   to   target   the   institutional   culture,   and   the   way   that   UN   staff   view   their   roles   and  
responsibilities.   It   is   one   thing   to   accept   that   human   rights   are   important   or   impact   conflict  
situations;  it   is  another  thing  to  believe  that  human  rights  are  relevant  to  the  activities  that  one  
undertakes  on  a  day  to  day  basis.  That  is  to  say,  it  is  all  too  easy  for  UN  personnel  to  view  human  
rights  as  only  the  concern  of  dedicated  human  rights  offices.  Cultural  understandings  do  not  arise  
in  isolation  –  they  are  shared  scripts  which  we  acquire  through  our  relationships  in  communities.  
Culture  is  not  just  a  personal  lens,  but  a  shared  lens  through  which  the  world  is  interpreted  and  
invented.  By  highlighting  the  centrality  of  human  rights,  by  putting  human  rights  up  front,  HRUF  
is   aimed   at   strengthening   this   shared   lens,   beyond   the   dedicated   offices,   which   is   key   to   the  
existence  of  a  culture.    
This  shared  lens  is  made  meaningful  when  one  looks  at  the  practical  measures  HRUF  implements,  
including  the  establishment  of  an  organisation-­‐wide  information  management  system  pertaining  
to  human  rights.  A  human  rights  culture  -­‐  having  a  shared  lens  in  which  contexts  are  interpreted  
as  they  are  encountered  –  is  essential  for  this  centralised  system  to  work.  For  one,  it  provides  the  
motivation:  the  more  UN  agencies  recognise  the  relevance  of  their  work  to  human  rights,  the  more  
they  are  likely  to  share  information  with  others  in  the  organisation.  In  addition,  it  ensures  that  the  
information  collected  makes  sense  across  the  whole  of  the  UN.  Currently,  a  number  of  UN  agencies  
collect  information,  and  produce  reports,  relating  to  human  rights  issues.  However,  they  tend  to  be  
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guided  by  different  foci,  evidentiary  standards,  and  methods  of  collection,  based  on  the  mandate  
and  approach  of  the  UN  body.100   In  the  same  way  that  economists,  political  scientists,  and  legal  
scholars  often   talk  past   each  other  when  examining   the   same  phenomena,   the   lack  of   a   shared  
human  rights  culture  can  impede  the  holistic   interpretation  of  collected  information.  In   light  of  
this  HRUF  endeavours  to  establish  a  shared  system  with  agreed  upon  standards  for  human  rights  
information  collection,  and  a  centralised  knowledge  base.  This  is  important  not  only  to  encourage  
coordination  between  different  offices,  but   to   facilitate  more   informed  decision  making,   and   to  
protect  human  rights  victims—for  example,  by  ensuring  victims  are  only  interviewed  once,  or  that  
their  identity  is  adequately  protected.  What  is  interesting  to  note  here  is  that  it  is  the  shared  belief  
in  human  rights  which  is  seen  to  underpin  structural  coherence.  For  the  information  system  to  be  
operational  all  members  of  the  organisation  must  possess  a  shared  commitment  to  human  rights.    
This  shows  that  culture  is  a  shared  lens,  drawing  on  a  web  of  meaning  that  is  applied  contextually  
and  coupled  with  appropriate  responses.    
The  final  thing  that  HRUF  shows  us  about  how  human  rights  culture,  and  arguably  culture  more  
generally  works,  is  that  these  appropriate  responses  aren’t  fixed.  Under  HRUF,  when  warning  signs  
of  human  rights  violations  occur,  the  UN  must  be  able  to  operate  on  an  informed  basis  to  engage  
with   member   states   and   national   authorities101   Underpinned   by   a   human   rights   culture,   and  
supported  by  an  integrated  understanding,  HRUF  is  ultimately  about  building  the  UN’s  capabilities  
to  respond  appropriately  in  complex  situations.  When  it  comes  down  to  it,  the  action  that  HRUF  
calls   for   is   broad:   it   “encourages   more   proactive   engagement   with  Member   States   to   generate  
political   support   for   early   and   preventative   action.”102   Specifically   this   sees   the   development   of  
‘light’  models  of  UN  deployments  as  well  as  strengthening  existing  regional  deployments.103  This  is  
not  very  prescriptive,  and  is  in  line  with  the  understanding  of  culture  that  has  so  far  been  discussed.  
As   Wagner   expresses,   “culture   is   defined   by   the   application,   manipulation,   re-­‐enactment,   or  
extension  of  these  techniques  and  discoveries.  Work  of  any  kind….achieves  its  meaning  in  relation  
to   this   cultural   sum,  which   forms   its  meaning   in   context.”104   Cultural  meaning   is   derived   from  
associations,  and  part  of  being  part  of  a  culture  is  an  knowledge  and  understanding  of  the  contexts  
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in  which  certain  associations  are  exhibited.  105  This  means  each  situation  in  which  a  cultural  lens  is  
applied  will  have  its  own  idiosyncratic  elements.  It  is  being  able  to  recognise  when  associations  are  
exhibited,  and  act  in  ways  that  reinforce  cultural  meaning  within  the  given  context,  which  makes  
someone  a  user  of  a  culture.  Like  the  philosophical   thought  experiment  of   the  Chinese  room,   if  
appropriate  responses  were  completely  pre-­‐determined,  those  that  follow  these  rules  would  not  be  
applying   contextual   interpretations,   and   therefore   could   not   be   primed   to   respond   to   new   and  
emerging  situations.  Culture   then,   is  about   leaving  room  for  ambiguity   that  can  be  exploited  to  
create,  reject  and  reinforce  emerging  meanings.    
In   summary,  HRUF   reflects   the  UN’s   recognition   that   culture   is   important   to   the   realisation  of  
human  rights.  The  discussion  showed  that  the  cultural  change  that  HRUF  is  directed  at  establishing  
is  shared,  contextual,  continuous,  and  dynamic.  However,  as  already  noted,  as  an  internal  initiative,  
HRUF  is  directed  towards  an  audience  that  presumably  already  believes  and  understands  human  
rights.  The  problem  of  the  UN  in  Sri  Lanka  wasn’t  that  they  lacked  a  human  rights  concept,  it  was  
that  that  they  weren’t  applying  that  concept  in  a  way  that  reflected  participation  in  a  human  rights  
culture.  A  human  rights  culture  needs  a  human  rights  understanding  expressed  through  practice  –  
HRUF  gave  us  what  that  practice  looks  like,  but  the  beliefs  that  are  contextually  applied  must  still  
be   identified.   The   focus   of   chapter   2   will   be   on   providing   a   model   of   how   key   human   rights  
understandings   have   the   potential   to   aid   sustainable   peace.   Before   undertaking   this   inquiry,  
however,  I  wish  to  briefly  highlight  that  not  all  human  rights  activity  is  informed  by  the  cultural  
approach  reflected  in  the  HRUF  initiative.  What  this  shows  is  that  there  cannot  be  a  presumption  
that  all  human  rights  initiatives  will  work  towards  establishing  a  human  rights  culture  and  can,  at  
times,  undermine  its  creation.    
2.3   Static  approaches  to  Human  Rights    
This  final  section  will  focus  on  contrasting  two  characteristics  of  HRUF  that  represent  departures  
from  past  UN  responses  to  human  rights  violations,  highlighting  that  not  all  human  rights  activity  
is  consistent  with  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture.  This  reinforces  the  need  to  clearly  identify  
the  manners  in  which  human  rights  can  produces  changes  in  the  personal,  relational  and  structural  
dimensions  that  support  the  establishment  of  sustainable  peace.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
105  Wagner  (n  92)  37.  
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The   first   departure   is   that   the   initiative   does   not   introduce   any   new  mechanisms.   This,   when  
contrasted   with   past   attempts   to   address   gross   human   rights   violations,   shows   that   the  
implementation  of  human  rights  principles  without  a  shared,  underpinning,  human  rights  culture  
may  not  achieve  prevention  of  violations.  In  peace  operations  settings  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  
such   a   human   rights   understandings   exists   and   thus,   when   introducing   new   human   rights  
initiatives,   careful   consideration   should   be   given   to   whether   that   initiative   is   directed   towards  
building  a  human  rights  culture  or  requires  such  a  culture  to  already  exist  for  it  to  be  useful.    
The   second   departure   is   that   HRUF   focuses   on   preventing   human   rights   violations   which,   in  
contrast  to  past  approaches,   is  relatively  anomalous.  However,  key  to  the  concept  of  sustainable  
peace  is  to  bring  about  a  society  in  which  conflict,  including  human  rights  violations,  are  prevented.  
I  will   argue   that   the   focus  on   reaction  over  prevention   is  partly  because  we  understand  human  
rights  in  legal  terms.  By  moving  away  from  a  strictly  legal  approach  towards  one  based  in  a  dynamic,  
adaptive  and  changing  culture,  HRUF  is  able  to  more  effectively  direct  itself  towards  prevention  –  
illustrating,  again,  that  a  human  rights  culture  is  key  to  human  rights  realisation  and  that  not  all  
human   rights   based   activity   is   capable   of   bringing   about   a   human   rights   culture.   These   two  
observation   foreshadow   discussions   in   chapter   3   which   examine   contextual   barriers   for   the  
implementation  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  in  peace  operation  settings.    
In  discussing  the  initiative,  the  UN  has  been  clear  that  HRUF  does  not  introduce  new  human  rights  
tools,  judicial  measures,  reporting  requirements,  or  concepts.106  as  stated  by  the  Deputy  Secretary-­‐
General:  “it  is  designed  to  be  as  informal  and  light  as  possible….it  is  a  new  approach  and  dimension  
to   the  work   that  we   [the  UN]   are   already  doing.”107   The   clearest   example   of   new  human   rights  
mechanisms   that  have  been   set   up   in   response   to   gross  human   rights   violations  have  been   the  
human  rights  tribunals  of  Yugoslavia,  Rwanda,  and  Cambodia.108  However,  there  have  been  other  
reactions   which   have   aimed   to   introduce   a   novel   solution   in   response   to   horrific   events.   The  
Responsibility  to  Protect  (R2P)109  report  released  in  2001,  and  subsequently  endorsed  by  the  UN  in  
the  2005  World  Summit,110  arose  in  response  to  the  genocide  in  Rwanda.111  What  was  seen  as  the  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
106  Deputy  Secretary-­‐General  Jan  Eliasson  (n  86).  
107  Deputy  Secretary-­‐General  Jan  Eliasson  (n  86).  
108  United  Nations  (n  31).  
109  International  Commission  on  Intervention  and  State  Sovereignty  (n  8).  
110  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘2005  World  Summit  Outcome :  Resolution  /  Adopted  by  the  General  Assembly’  (2005)  
A/RES/60/1  <http://www.refworld.org/docid/44168a910.html>  accessed  13  January  2017.  
111  International  Commission  on  Intervention  and  State  Sovereignty  (n  8)  2.  
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international   community’s   failure   to   respond   to   the   horrific   events   spurred   the   report   to  
reconceptualise   sovereignty,   traditionally   considered   an   enshrined   right   of   the   state,   as   a  
conditional   state   dependent   on   the   willingness   of   the   state   to   protect   the   human   rights   of   its  
citizens.112   This   new   approach   to   sovereignty   is   now   utilised   as   a   justification   for   international  
intervention.113    
Two   observations   can   be   made   in   relation   to   this.   The   first   is   that   both   of   these   approaches  
(tribunals  and  R2P)  are  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  importance,  and  applicability,  of  human  
rights  is  already  accepted  and  given.  While  they  reflect  a  human  rights  perspective  –  they  aren’t  
necessarily   directed   towards   building   a   human   rights   culture;   rather   they   operate   on   the  
assumption  that  such  a  culture  is  already  present.114  And  they  are,  in  some  ways,  right  to  make  the  
assumption.  This  is  because  the  relevant  actors  adopting  the  human  rights  lens  to  interpret  context  
when  administering  a  prosecution,  or  deciding  whether  to  intervene,  are  individuals  who  operate  
within  a  culture  where  acceptance  of  human  rights  is  shared.  If  HRUF  shows  that  culture  is  essential  
for  the  realisation  of  human  rights,  its  contrast  with  the  approach  of  tribunals  and  R2P  show  that  
it  is  imperative  to  consider  the  relevant  audience  of  the  initiative,  and  whether  these  actors  accept  
key   ideas   that   form   part   of   a   human   rights   understanding.   When   it   comes   to   human   rights  
implementation  within  peace  operation  contexts,   its   aim   is   to   change   society   through  a  human  
rights  culture  capable  of  bringing  about  sustainable  peace.  The  relevant  actors  are  everyday  people  
who  do  not  necessarily  believe  in  the  importance  and  applicability  of  human  rights  principles  and  
practices.  It  is  therefore  worth  questioning  if  the  applicability  of  human  rights  is  accepted  and  given  
to   that   demographic   before   establishing   new   initiatives.   Because,   without   those   beliefs,   the  
initiatives  themselves  will  not  necessarily  make  sense.        
Second,  HRUF  is  primarily  about  preventing  human  rights  violations.  While  it  seems  intuitive  to  
avoid   situations  before   they  occur,   this  has  not  been   the  orthodox   approach  of   the  UN.  As   the  
former   Security-­‐General   highlighted   in   his   report   to   the  General   Assembly,   the  UN’s   emphasis  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
112  International  Commission  on  Intervention  and  State  Sovereignty  (n  8)  13.  
113  For  example,  the  preamble  of  S/RES/1973  (2011)  states  “Reiterating  the  responsibility  of  the  Libyan  authorities  to  
protect  the  Libyan  population”:  UN  Security  Council,  ‘Security  Council  Resolution  1973  (2011)  [on  the  Situation  in  the  
Libyan  Arab  Jamahiriya]’  (n  14).  
114  It  is  important  to  note  that  I  am  not  advancing  a  wholescale  critique  of  these  initiatives,  but  rather  highlighting  that  
Tribunals  and  the  Responsibility  to  Protect  are  grounded  in  a  different  approach  to  human  rights  implementation  to  
that  of  HRUF.    
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tends   to   be   towards   crisis   response,   and   adequate   attention   is   rarely   given   to   prevention.115  
Supporting   this   view,  Ekkehard   Strauss  notes,   “the   response   of   the   international   community   to  
mass  atrocities  remains  largely  limited  to  condemnation,  fact-­‐finding,  and  subsequent  punishment  
of  the  perpetrators.”116  
Arguably,  the  concept  of  prevention  doesn’t  gel  neatly  with  the  way  in  which  contemporary  human  
rights   are   conceptualised.117   It   is   well   documented   that   the   concept   of   human   rights   seeks  
legitimisation  from  law  to  distance  itself  from  the  murkier  realm  of  morality;  this  association  makes  
preventing  human  rights  violations  difficult  in  practice.    
Law  is  a  culture  in  itself118  –  with  specific  ways  of  understanding,  acting  in,  and  interpreting  the  
world.   One   of   the   operational   aspects   of   law   is   its   ‘if-­‐then’   structure   that   denotes   a   particular  
action/outcome   in   response   to   a   specific   context.119     A   legal   frame   is,  however,   an   ill-­‐fit   for   the  
preventative   aim   of   sustainable   peace.   For   one,   law   is   primarily   a   reactionary   mechanism,  
responding   to  violations  after   they  have  occurred.  Even   in  situations  where   the   law  attempts   to  
prevent  human  rights  violations,  it  is  largely  ineffective.  Consider  a  court  case  where  this  issue  was  
on  full  display:  the  International  Court  of  Justice’s  Case  Concerning  Application  of  the  Convention  
on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide  (2008).120  The  convention  in  question  
framed  prevention  as  a  responsibility  (which  represented  the  ‘then’  aspect  of  the  ‘if-­‐then’  model).121  
In  discussing  the  scope  of  this  responsibility,  the  Court  identified  that  there  can  be  no  obligation  
to   succeed,   but   that   the   obligation   is   “to   employ   all  means   reasonably   available   to   them,   as   to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
115  UN  Secretary-­‐General,  ‘Report  of  the  Secretary-­‐General  Preventive  Diplomacy:  Delivering  Results’  (2011)  S/2011/552  
<http://www.un.org/undpa/sites/www.un.org.undpa/files/SG%20Report%20on%20Preventive%20Diplomacy.pdf>.  
116  Ekkehard  Strauss,  ‘Institutional  Capacities  of  the  United  Nations  to  Prevent  and  Halt  Atrocity  Crimes’  in  Serena  K  
Sharma  and  Jennifer  M  Welsh  (eds),  The  Responsibility  to  Prevent:  Overcoming  the  Challenges  of  Atrocity  Prevention  
(Oxford  University  Press  2015)  81.  
117  Another  reason  is  the  principle  of  non-­‐intervention  enshrined  in  the  UN  Charter,  as  Jennifer  Welsh  notes:  “effective  
prevention  measures  can  in  some  cases  be  highly  intrusive,  and  thus  may  be  just  as  likely  to  fuel  state  sensitivities  about  
the  erosion  of  sovereignty  or  to  raise  questions  about  the  legitimate  authority  for  preventive  measures.”  Jennifer  Welsh,  
‘The  Responsibility  to  Prevent:  Assessing  the  Gap  between  Rhetoric  and  Reality’  (2016)  51  Cooperation  and  Conflict  216,  
222.  
118  Franz  von  Benda-­‐Beckmann,  ‘Scapegoat  and  Magic  Charm:  Law  in  Development  Theory  and  Practice’  in  Mark  
Hobart  (ed),  An  Anthropological  Critique  of  Development:  The  Growth  of  Ignorance  (Routledge  1993)  125.  
119  von  Benda-­‐Beckmann  (n  118)  129.  
120  Case  Concerning  Application  of  the  Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide  (Croatia  v  
Serbia)  (2008)  General  List  No.  118.  
121  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide’  (1948)  United  
Nations,  Treaty  Series,  vol.  78,  p.  277  <http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6b3ac0.html>.  
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prevent  genocide  as  far  as  possible.”122  Turning  to  consider  the  ‘if’  element,  the  Court  noted  that  
the  obligation  was  dependant  on  the  capacity  to  influence,  and  upon  whether  there  was  sufficient  
knowledge  to  reasonably  believe  there  was  a  serious  risk  that  a  genocide  would  be  committed.123  
When  it  comes  down  to  it,  the  courts  finding  is  that  a  state  should  prevent  genocide  if  they  should  
–  and  then  they  should  do  what  they  can,  which  is  not  a  particularly  helpful  observation.    
In   representing   a   cultural   approach   to   human   rights,  HRUF   abandons   this   ‘if-­‐then’  model,   and  
instead  views  prevention  as  a  continuous  exercise  in  line  with  the  view  of  sustainable  peace  as  a  
process-­‐structure.   In   concrete   terms   the   initiative   calls   for   periodic   horizon   scanning   to   assess  
countries   for   signs   of   risk   and   promotes   regular   engagement   between   the   UN   and   states   to  
diplomatically   resolve   conflicts   before   they   arise.124   What   this   means   is   that   situations   are  
continuously  been  assessed  through  a  human  rights  lens,  and  the  organisation  engages  in  dialogue  
that   is   informed   by   this   disposition.   While   the   ‘if-­‐then’   model   is   linear,   unidirectional,   and  
temporally  restricted  –  the  cultural  approach  taken  by  HRUF  is  multi-­‐layered,  multi-­‐directional,  
and  continuous.    
I  wish  to  draw  out  two  implications  of  this  contrast  on  the  context  of  peace  operations.  First,  if  the  
human  rights  concepts  that  are  communicated  to  local  audience’s  focus  too  heavily  on  reactions  –  
whether  that  is  making  a  human  rights  claim  (e.g.  taking  a  prosecution  to  court)  or  even  identifying  
existing  human  rights  concerns  (e.g.  lack  of  access  to  water)  –  then  implementation  will  be  directed  
towards  addressing,  and  not  necessarily  preventing,  human  rights  violations.  If  the  aim  is  to  bring  
about  a  society  where  human  rights  violations  are  prevented,  then  the  focus  has  to  be  expanded  to  
allow  for  this  preventative  practice.  Secondly,  not  all  human  rights  activity  is  capable  of  establishing  
a  human  rights  culture.  Our  legal  system,  particularly  our  criminal  legal  system,  is  based  on  the  
assumption  that  if  an  individual  breaks  the  social  contract  (by  committing  a  crime)  it  is  justified  to  
limit   their   liberties.  When  human   rights   are   fused  with   this   system,   and  not  underpinned  by   a  
human  rights  culture  (or  overshadows  the  exiting  human  rights  culture),  then  there  is  the  danger  
that  atrocious  acts  will  be  justified  in  the  name  of  law.  We  have  seen  this  in  peace  operation  settings  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
122  Case  Concerning  Application  of  the  Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide  (Croatia  v.  
Serbia)  (n  120).    
123  Case  Concerning  Application  of  the  Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide  (Croatia  v.  
Serbia)  (n  120).  
124    Inter-­‐Agency  Standing  Committee  (IASC),  ‘Human  Rights  up  Front:  An  Overview’  
<https://interagencystandingcommittee.org/system/files/overview_of_human_rights_up_front_july_2015.pdf>  accessed  
26  January  2017.  
Chapter  One:  Missing  Peace  |  35  	  
where  those  viewed  as   ‘the  enemy’  subsequently  experience  inhumane  treatment.125  And  in  own  
societies   with   treatment   of   refugees   and   in   the   ‘war   on   terror’.   This   is   a   strong  motivation   for  
presenting  the  claim  that  continuous  and  dynamic  sensitivity  to  interpreting  contexts,  and  acting  
in  ways  that  reinforce  core  human  rights  beliefs,  is  the  aim  of  human  rights  implementation.    
3.   Conclusion    
The  UN  claims  that  human  rights  are  a  central  driver  in  achieving  a  peaceful  society.  In  order  to  
explore  this  claim  it   is   important  that  we  know  what  the  end  state  of  peace  looks  like,  and  how  
human  rights  help  us  get  to  that  point.  Through  Lederach’s  theory  of  conflict  transformation,  and  
recent  UN  reports  on  peace  operation,  it  was  determined  that  peace  is  a  process-­‐structure.  That  is,  
a   set   of   dynamic,   adapting   and   changing   social   practices   that   enable   peace.   To   achieve   the  
establishment   of   peace   requires   changing   cultural   practices   through   political   and   contextual  
engagement.  This  approach  is  directed  towards  transforming  conflict  enabling/causing  practices  at  
the   personal,   relational,   and   structural   level   to   prevents   conflict   from   (re)occurring.   Further,  
prevention  is  not  static,  but  continuously  applied  in  day-­‐to-­‐day  settings.  This,  in  essence,  is  a  call  
for  a  cultural  change  and  if  human  rights  are  to  bring  about  peace  they  must  enact  change  at  the  
cultural  level.    
The  recent  HRUF  initiative  demonstrates  an  acknowledgement  on  the  part  of  the  UN  that  culture  
is   essential   for   the   realisation   of   human   rights.   By   directing   a   cultural   change   internally,   the  
initiative  shows  that  culture  is  more  than  thinking  that  human  rights  are  important:  it  requires  a  
shared,   contextual,   continuous,   and   dynamic   application   of   human   rights   understandings.   The  
failure   of   the   organisation   in   Sri   Lanka   arose   because   UN   members   were   not   predisposed   to  
interpreting  emerging  contexts   through  a  human  rights   lens.  By  pitching  change  at   the  cultural  
level,  HRUF  ultimately  aims  to  produce  users  of  human  rights  understandings  who  act  to  prevent  
violations  through  their  day-­‐to-­‐day  responses  to  emerging  contexts.    
Contrasting  HRUF  with  past  approaches  showed  that  not  all  human  rights  activity  is  directed  at  
achieving   cultural   change   or   capable   of   acting   in   a   preventative   fashion.   In   light   of   this   it   is  
important  to  undertake  an  assessment  of  how  and  in  what  way  human  rights  understandings  could  
contribute  to  the  establishment  of  sustainable  peace.      
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Chapter  Two:  It’s  a  reflection  of  Humanity  
Recognising  Dignity  in  the  Self  and  Other  
  
Recognition  of  the   inherent  dignity  and  the  equal  and  inalienable  rights  of  all  members  of  the  human  
family  is  the  foundation  of  freedom,  justice  and  peace  in  the  world.    
-­‐   The  Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights  126  
The   preeminent   text   that   informs   and   represents   our   understanding   of   modern   rights   is   the  
Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights  (UDHR).  Technically,  in  international  law,  it  holds  no  legal  
standing.  Instead,  it  was  written  as  a  declaration  purporting  to  (merely)  reflect  pre-­‐existing  truths.  
While  various  arguments  have  been  advanced  that  the  document  now  possesses  customary  legal  
status,127   the  original   intent  of   the  UDHR  was   to  represent  a  universal  and  timeless   truth  about  
what  it  means  to  be  human.  This  acceptance  of  human  rights  as  a  timeless  truth  may  explain  why  
claims  that  human  rights  are  essential  for  peace  are  often  made  in  a  similarly  declaratory  manner.  
However,  to  bring  about  cultural  change,  within  contexts  that  do  not  necessarily  share  the  belief  
expressed  in  UDHR,  requires  a  close  examination  of  how  human  rights  contribute  to  peace.    
Within  this  context,  this  chapter  is  concerned  with  establishing  a  conceptual  link  between  human  
rights   and   peace.   In   other   words,   I   ask   how   human   rights   as   an   idea,   embedded   in   a   cultural  
practice,  has  the  potential  to  bring  about  changes  that  enable  the  establishment  of  peace.  As  Jasper  
notes,  “knowledge  and  action  are  created  and  reinforced  through  cultural  processes  and  meaning,  
it  is  important  that  social  science  finds  a  way  to  identify  and  understand  these  cultural  artefacts.”128  
In  order  to  bring  about  cultural  change,  it  is  not  only  important  that  aim  to  produce  users  of  human  
rights  culture,  but  we  identify  what  beliefs  underpin  the  cultural  use  of  human  rights.  Therefore,  
the   purpose   of   this   chapter   is   to   identify   which   aspects   of   the   concept   of   human   rights   could  
contribute  to  the  realisation  of  peace.  My  interest   is   in  how  human  rights  understandings  could  
inform  peaceful  relations.  In  this  way  I  am  not  concerned  with  whether  the  position  reflected  in  
the  UDHR  is  ontologically  true,  or  even  if  it  is  desirable  to  implement.  My  concern  is  with  providing  
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127  Jochen  von  Bernstorff,  ‘The  Changing  Fortunes  of  the  Universal  Declaration  of  Human  Rights:  Genesis  and  Symbolic  
Dimensions  of  the  Turn  to  Rights  in  International  Law’  (2008)  19  European  Journal  of  International  Law  903.  
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a  model  of  a  human  rights  culture  that  outlines  what  individual  beliefs,  relational  practices,  and  
structural  forms  could  contribute  to  peace  within  a  given  society.    
In  essence,  this  chapter  proposes  a  potential  model  which  links  human  rights  understandings  with  
the  establishment  of   sustainable  peace.   I   say   ‘potential’   for   two   reasons.  First,   the  path   towards  
peace  is  not  linear.  As  Lederach  reminds  us,  conflict  transformation  “represents  a  dynamic  set  of  
initiatives,”  which  “requires  the  negotiation  of  change  processes.”129  The  ultimate  aim  of  sustainable  
peace  is  to  prevent  the  reoccurrence  of  violence  in  a  given  context,  thus  there  is  no  utility  in  me  
claiming  that  my  proposed  model  is  the  only  way  in  which  human  rights  could  lead  to  peace  –  it  is  
merely   one   potential  model,   the   suitability   of   which  will   depend   on   the   context   in  which   it   is  
applied.    
The  second  reason  I  say  ‘potentially’  is  because,  even  if  a  conceptual  link  can  be  established  between  
human   rights   understandings   and   sustainable   peace,   there   is   no   guarantee   that   the   intended  
audience  will  internalise  these  understandings.  Thus,  after  establishing  a  model  of  a  peace  enabling  
human  rights  culture  in  this  chapter,  the  next  chapter  will  examine  the  viability  of  implementing  
this  within  a  peace  operation  setting.    
Building  on  the  previous  chapter,  I  will  employ  Lederach’s  three  dimensions  of  change  to  examine  
how   a   human   rights   understanding,   embedded   in   cultural   practices,   might   contribute   to   the  
establishment  of  sustainable  peace.   I  draw  on  three  human  rights  theorists   to  shape  the  human  
rights  understanding  operational  at  each  level.  The  three  theorists  –  Rainer  Forst,  Jürgen  Habermas,  
and  Mark  Goodale   –  were   chosen   because   they   examine   how   human   rights   are   used   for   social  
change  and,  thus,  informative  of  what  behaviours  users  of  a  human  rights  culture  may  exhibit.  As  
stated,  any  model  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  must  be  directed  towards  the  respective  
goals  of  sustainable  peace  and  cultural  change.  Therefore,  my  assessment  will  examine  how  human  
rights  understanding  can  address  root  causes  of  conflict  and  promote  non-­‐violent  forms  of  relating  
which   act   to   prevent   the   (re)occurrence   of   fighting.   Further,   the   change   should   be   aimed   at  
producing  speakers  of  human  rights  which  exhibit  this  preventative  capability  in  their  day-­‐to-­‐day  
practices.    
In  presenting  a  model  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture,  I  will  first  focus  on  how  a  human  
rights  understanding  can  transform  the  relational  dimension.  Peace  is  made  in  peoples’  relations  
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with  each  other,  and  drawing  on  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification,  I  will  argue  that  a  human  rights  
understanding  acts   to  promote  peace  by  promoting  equal   relations  and  providing  a  non-­‐violent  
mechanism  through  which  to  make  grievance  claims.  For  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification  to  be  
operational,   however,   participants  must   possess   a   belief   in   human   dignity.   Responding   to   this  
requirement,   the   second   section   will   argue   that   change   in   the   personal   dimension   should   be  
directed   towards   fostering   this   belief.   Citing   Habermas,   a   belief   in   human   dignity   requires  
subjective  identification  with  the  group  of  ‘humanity’,  and  a  belief  that  certain  entitlement  derive  
from  that  status.  This  belief   in  human  dignity  not  only  makes  Forst’s  basic   right   to   justification  
operational,   but   it   has   the   potential   to  mobilise   society   towards   peace.   Both   the   relational   and  
personal   dimension   should   be   supported   structurally.   The   final   section   will   highlight   that   the  
structural  frames  presented  by  both  Forst  and  Habermas  rely  on  a  central  authority  and,  thus,  are  
inapplicable  in  many  peace  operation  settings.  Using  Goodale’s  discussion  of  human  rights  as  an  
empire  of  law  I  argue  that  the  structural  change  that  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  aims  
to   bring   about   is   the   internalisation   of   gravity   of   human   rights   as   a   trans-­‐national,   and   trans-­‐
temporal   structure   prior   to,   and   irrespective   of,   the   existence   of   a   state.   This,   in   turn,   has   the  
potential   to   aid   the   establishment   of   sustainable   peace   by   creating   users   of   human   rights  
understandings  who  act  to  (re)produce  and  (re)enforce  the  proposed  changes  in  the  relational  and  
personal  dimensions.      
With   this   in  mind,   the   aim  of   human   rights   implementation   is   to   bring   about   a   culture  where  
“human  rights  are,  at  the  community  level,  inherent  to  the  practice  of  everyday  life…[where]  respect  
for  and  the  practice  of  human  rights  merge,  as  one  cannot  respect  human  rights  without  practicing  
them.”130  Often,  the  promotion  of  human  rights  is  aimed  at  the  protection  of  vulnerable  populations  
and  the  prosecution  of  perpetrators.  In  order  to  establish  sustainable  peace,  however,  human  rights  
implementation  efforts  should  go  beyond  this.  A  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  produces  
subjects   who   approach   day-­‐to-­‐day   situations   with   a   human   rights   frame.   Within   this  
understanding,   there   is   a   potential   to   shift   society   in   a   way   that   begins   to   erode   labels   of  
vulnerability  –  to  erase  in  the  minds  of  actors  the  possibility  of  exercising  power  towards  violent  
ends.  It  is  human  rights  understandings  operating  in  this  fashion  that  grounds  my  proposed  nexus  
between  human  rights  and  peace.    
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1.   Forst:  to  relate  through  human  rights    
A  discussion  about   the  conceptual  nexus  between  human  rights  and  peace  should  start  with  an  
examination   of   how   a   human   rights   understanding   can   bring   about   change   in   the   relational  
dimension  because,  at  its  core,  this  is  where  conflict  exists.  For  peace  to  be  sustained,  root  causes  
of  conflict  must  be  addressed  to  promote  non-­‐violent  relations  between  warring  parties.  The  PBA  
report   highlights   this   by   stating;   “sustaining   peace   is,   in   essence,   about   individuals   and   groups  
learning   to   live   together   without   resorting   to   violence   to   resolve   conflicts   and   disputes.”131  
Reflecting   this,   concerted   efforts   to   find   non-­‐violent   forms   of   relating   is   a   central   aspect   of  
Lederach’s  theory  of  conflict  transformation.  Put  simply,  peace  is  made,  and  sustained,  in  peoples’  
relations  with  each  other.    
My  inquiry  in  this  section  is  focused  on  how  a  human  rights  understanding,  embedded  in  a  cultural  
approach,  can  act  to  transform  relationships  to  enable  peace.  Noting  that  the  aim  of  sustainable  
peace  is  to  address  root  causes  of  conflict,  and  enable  non-­‐violent  forms  of  relating  that  prevent  the  
(re)occurrence   of   violence,   I   will   argue   that   Rainer   Forst’s   theory   of   basic   right   to   justification  
provides  a  promising  model  for  desirable  change  in  the  relational  dimension.  By  framing  human  
rights  as  a  language  through  which  to  demand  justification  for  equal  treatment,  Forst’s  approach  
provides   an   alternative   (non-­‐violent)   means   of   addressing   social   inequalities   and   grievances.  
Consistent   with   a   cultural   approach,   his   theory   shows   how   human   rights   understandings   can  
inform  the  practice  of   relationships   in  an  ongoing  and  dynamic   fashion,  and  his   insistence   that  
substantive   rights   are   determined   inter-­‐subjectively   corresponds   with   the   political   approach   of  
peace  operations.  However,  he   fails   to  expand  on   the  content  of  human  dignity  which  must  be  
shared  in  order  for  his  justificatory  framework  to  operate.  Further,  I  question  the  applicability  of  
his   stated   structural   implications   to   support   the   achievement  of   sustainable  peace.  The  gaps   in  
Forst’s  approach  will  be  addressed  in  the  subsequent  discussions  regarding  changes  in  the  personal  
and  structural  dimensions.    
According  to  Lederach’s  theory  of  conflict  transformation,  the  relational  dimension   is  concerned  
with  face-­‐to-­‐face  communication  and  interactions  within  conflict  settings.  It  looks  at  the  health  of  
these   relationships,   various   power   considerations   as   a   result   of   social   positioning,   whether   the  
relationships   are   interdependent,   and   how   individuals   behave   in   these   relations.   Key   questions  
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revolve   around   how   power   structures   are   exhibited   and   reinforced,   how   relationships   impact  
individuals’   expectation   of   the   other,   and  what   patterns   of   communication   and   interaction   are  
produced  as  a  result  of  relationships.132  Change  is  directed  towards  improving  relationships  so  that  
they  are  “equitable,  inclusive,  and  [are  able  to]  enhance  justice.”133    
The  primary  challenge  that  the  UN  faces  in  peace  operations  settings  is  how  to  shift  the  historical  
practice   of   relating   through   violent   conflict   towards   the   establishment   of   a   stable   community.  
Conflict   situations   are   characterised   by   a   breakdown   in   relationships.   This   not   only   includes  
relationships  which  constitute  the  basis  of  conflict  such  as  relations  between  warring  parties,  or  
between  the  government  and  its  citizens,  but  also  day-­‐to-­‐day  relations.  Women,  children  and  the  
elderly  are  particularly  vulnerable  in  conflict  situations134  and  the  proper  aim  of  peace  operations  
is  to  promote  non-­‐violent  relations  between,  and  towards,  all  members  of  society.  “True  community  
does  not  come  into  being  because  people  have  feelings  for  each  other  (although  that  is  required,  
too),  but  rather  on  two  accounts:  all  of  them  have  to  stand  in  a  living,  reciprocal  relation  to  a  single  
living  centre  [that  is  a  shared  culture],  and  they  have  to  stand  in  a  living,  reciprocal  relationship  to  
one  another.”135  Change  in  the  relational  dimensions  must,  therefore,  be  universal.    
Forst’s   approach   to   human   rights   reflects   a   change   of   this   nature.   For   Forst,   human   rights   are  
grounded  in  a  basic  right  to  justification.  That  is,  human  rights  ensure  that  people  do  not  act  in  
ways  that  they  cannot  reasonably  and  rationally  justify  towards  another  individual  who  they  view  
as  possessing  human  dignity.  In  his  words,  “human  rights  secure  the  equal  standing  of  persons  in  
the   political   and   social   world,   based   on   a   fundamental   moral   demand   of   respect.”136   Forst’s  
relational  theory  of  human  rights  shows  that,  because  human  rights  prescribe  expectations  around  
how  people  relate  to  one  another,  it  has  the  potential  to  transform  violent  relations  into  peaceful  
relations.  Forst  shows  that  the  single  living  centre  of  respect  for  universal  human  dignity  requires  
individuals  to  stand  in  a  living,  reciprocal  relationship  in  which  they  only  treat  each  other  in  manner  
that  can  be  mutually  justified.    
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Alongside  promoting  relations  which  recognise  the  equal  dignity  of  all  humans,  Forst’s  relational  
theory  also  has  the  potential   to  ground  sustainable  peace  by  providing  a  non-­‐violent  method  of  
addressing   grievances.   According   to   Forst,   rights   language   has   been   historically   employed   to  
demand  equal  treatment,  that  is,  the  essential  political  message  of  rights  was  a  claim  “to  be  a  social  
and   political   subject   who   is,   negatively   speaking,   someone   who   “counts,”   who   is   seen   and  
recognized  as  someone  with  ‘dignity.’”137  Conflicts  often  arise  out  of,  and  in  response  to,  feelings  of  
marginalisation   and   conflicts   themselves   see   groups   of   people   being   treated   in   an   undignified  
fashion.   Indeed,   the   UN   notes   that   the   failure   to   address   violations   can   act   as   an   obstacle   for  
achieving  lasting  peace.138  Thus,  by  providing  a  language  in  which  grievance  claims  can  be  brought,  
a  change   in  the  relational  dimension  that  reflects  Forst’s  basic  right   to   justification  could  act   to  
replace  more  violent  methods  of  demanding  recognition.    
Forst’s   approach   is,   further,   consistent   with   key   concerns   raised   by   HIPPO   and   PBA   in   the  
establishment  of  sustainable  peace,  and  of  a  cultural  approach  more  generally.  First,  Forst’s  basic  
right  to  justification  is  targeted  at  understanding  how  human  rights  operate  in  practice,  that  is:  how  
do  those  who  employ  the  language  of  human  rights  understand  the  concept,  what  are  they  claiming,  
what  spurred  their  claim,  and  what  expectations  exist  around  how  they  are  responded  to?  For  Forst,  
human  rights  primarily  exist  in  the  minds  of  individuals  that  use  them,  and  should  not  be  defined  
as  tools  for  determining  whether  foreign  intervention  are   justified.139   In  this  way,  he  reflects  the  
people-­‐centred  shift  in  peace  operations,  and  his  theory  is  capable  of  informing  what  it  means  to  
be  a  participant  in  a  human  rights  culture.  
Second,   he   shares   the   reports’   rejection   of   transposing   external   knowledge   without   political  
engagement.   In  Forst’s   view   substantive   rights   themselves  must  be   subject   to   the  basic   right   to  
justification,  that  is,  they  must  be  determined  inter-­‐subjectively  so  that  individuals  are  only  subject  
to  those  rights  which  they  agree  they,  and  those  equal  to  them,  should  hold.  140  As  he  expresses,  
human   rights   don’t   derive   from   some   abstract   objective   list   that   determine   what   protections  
humans  are  entitled  to.141  “The  moral  point  of  human  rights  does  not  just  lie  in  the  protection  of  
normative  agency  but  also  in  expressing  our  normative  agency  and  autonomy  in  a  practical  sense  
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as  ‘norm-­‐givers.”142  Turning  back  to  the  discussion  of  culture  in  the  previous  chapter,  this  position  
is  consistent  with  the  view  that  application  of  cultural  norms  are  meant  to  be  a  form  of  invention  –  
their   application   is   dynamic,   contextual,   and   leaves   room   for   cultural   meanings   to   be   socially  
created,  negotiated  and  reinforced.    
The   cultural   application   of   human   rights   advanced   by   HRUF   saw   the   inventive,   dynamic   and  
contextual  application  of  shared  understanding  and  commitment  to  human  rights.  These  human  
rights   understandings   informed   the   day-­‐to-­‐day   activities   of   participants   in   an   ongoing   fashion,  
acting   to   frame   their   interpretations  of   the   context.  A  model  of   a  peace   enabling  human   rights  
culture  should  adopt  the  same  approach,  while  also  providing  an  identification  of  how  a  human  
rights  understanding  could  transform  the  status  quo  towards  the  realisation  of  sustainable  peace.  
That   is,   it   should   show  how   a   cultural   practice   informed   by   human   rights   has   the   potential   to  
address   root   causes   of   conflict   and   prevent   the   (re)occurrence   of   violence.   Transforming   the  
relational   dimension   to   reflect   Forst’s   basic   right   to   justification   shows   promising   elements   for  
incorporation  within  a  model  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture.    
Forst’s   basic   right   to   justification,   however,   requires   support   from   the   personal   and   structural  
dimensions  in  order  for  it  to  be  capable  of  assisting  the  establishment  of  peace.  From  the  personal  
dimension,  his  claim  that  human  rights  exist  to  protect  the  infliction  of  harms  “which  no  one  can  
justify   to  others  who   are  moral   and   social   equals,”  relies   on   the   assumption   that  peoples’   equal  
status  (in  the  mind  of  those  relating  to  each  other)  is  accepted.  143    At  the  basis  of  Forst’s  theory,  
therefore,   is   a  belief   –   and   crucially,   a  belief  he   assumes  his   readers  hold   –   in  universal  human  
dignity,  but  he  does  not  expand  much  on  the  content  or  source  of  this  belief.  He  does  state  that  
dignity  is  “a  relational  term;  its  concrete  implications  can  be  ascertained  only  by  way  of  discursive  
justification.”144  However,  a  discussion  about  what  treatment  can  be  expected  from,  and  towards,  
someone  who  possesses  human  dignity  still  requires  a  fundamental  belief  in  some  element  of  the  
concept.  It   is   important  that  the  shared  understanding  of  human  dignity  advanced  is  capable  of  
giving  sense  to  equal  treatment  while  also  providing  the  grounds  for  claims  –  without  this  subjective  
belief,  there  is  little  reason  for  individuals  to  care  about  the  recognising  the  claims  of  others.  And  
this,  in  turn,  can  undermine  the  ability  for  human  rights  to  replace  other,  more  violent,  forms  of  
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recognition.  Therefore,  the  subsequent  discussion  of  desirable  change  in  the  personal  dimension  
will  focus  on  what  a  subjective  belief  in  human  dignity  entails.    
Regarding  structural  change,  in  order  for  his  basic  right  to  justification  to  be  accepted  and  reflected  
in   society,   Forst   states   that   a   state  must   possess   a   “fundamentally   just   basic   political   and   legal  
structure.”145  In  his  view,  this  denotes  two  things:  that  the  structure  is  mutually  justifiable  to  those  
who  are  subject  to  it,  and  that  the  structure  must  be  organised  in  a  fashion  that  allows  for  citizens  
to  participate   in   the  process  of  mutual   justification.  Put   simply,   Forst   argues   that  democracy   is  
required  for  the  realisation  of  the  basic  rights.  Further,  while  Forst  argues  that  rights  are  recognised  
reciprocally,  he  stills  sees  the  state  as  the  primary  structural  support  for  the  operation  of  human  
rights.  He  specifically  states:  “It  is  the  task  of  a  state  to  secure  human  rights  and  to  protect  citizens  
from  human  rights  violations  by  private  actors  such  as  large  companies,  for  example.  Failure  to  so  
do,   either   because   the   state   decides   not   to   act   even   though   it   could   or   because   it   is   too  weak,  
constitutes  insufficient  protection  of  human  rights,  though  their  violation  is  not  the  work  of  the  
state  but  of  other  agents.  So  the  state  is  the  main  addressee  of  claims  to  protect  rights,  even  though  
it  is  not  the  only  agent  who  can  violate  them.”146    
While   I   appreciate   the   reasoning   behind   this   position,   I   don’t   view   the   incorporation   of   his  
structural   claims   as   a   useful   avenue   for   achieving   sustainable   peace.   Implicitly   he   dilutes   the  
normative   thrust   of   relating   to   others   in   a  way   that   promotes   recognition  of  human  dignity  by  
placing  the  determination  of  that  recognition  within  the  hands  of  the  state.  Instead  of  promoting  
individuals,  in  their  day-­‐to-­‐day  relations,  to  pre-­‐emptively  and  reflexively  question  whether  treating  
someone  in  a  certain  way  recognises  their  dignity,  Forst’s  view  requires  the  state  to  determine  the  
justifiability  of  past  actions.  Limiting  human  rights  to  a  state  responsibility,  as  opposed  to  a  shared  
belief,  not  only  undermines  the  preventative  capability  of  a  human  rights  culture,  but  it  requires  
the   existence   of   a   legitimate   a   state.   In   the   context   of   peace   operations   this   is   understandably  
problematic:  
In  several  [peace  operation]  contexts,  even  the  notion  and  function  of  the  nation  State  are  put  into  
question…the  fracturing  and  loss  of  credibility  of  central  authority  in  such  contexts  are  increasingly  
leading  to  a  profound  dilemma.  Independent,  sovereign  nation  States  are  the  building  blocks  of  the  
international  order   and  of   the  United  Nations   in  particular.  Member  States   are   therefore  naturally  
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inclined  towards  a  predominant  international  paradigm  of  recreating  a  strong  central  authority.  In  a  
context   of   fragmentation,   however,   it   is   possible   that   an   attempt   to   rebuild   or   extend   a   central  
authority  could  lead  not  to  peace,  but  to  deepening  conflict.  In  such  cases,  there  is  a  need  to  find  new  
approaches   that   understand   peacebuilding,   at   least   in   its   early   phases,   as   having  more   to   do  with  
strengthening   local  domains  of  governance  than  with  endeavouring  to  re-­‐establish  a  strong  central  
authority.147    
If  human  rights  are  central  to  the  achievement  of  peace  as  the  UN  claims,  then  they  should  operate  
from  an  early  stage  to  assist  the  establishment  of  peace.  By  promoting  relations  which  recognise  
peoples’   inherent   dignity,   and   presenting   human   rights   as   a   non-­‐violent   method   of   raising  
grievances,  a  change  in  the  relational  dimension  which  reflects  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification  
has   the   potential   to   aid   the   establishment   of   peace.   For   a   complete  model   of   a   peace   enabling  
human   rights   culture,   however,   this   relational   change  must   be   supported   by   a   changes   in   the  
personal   and   structural   dimensions.  An   analysis   of   Forst’s   theory   shows   that   the   change   in   the  
personal   dimension   must   instil   a   belief   in   human   dignity,   and   the   change   in   the   structural  
dimension  should  not  rely  on  the  existence  of  a  state.  The  following  two  sections  of  this  chapter  
address  these  issues.    
2.   Habermas:  the  status  of  peace    
The  HRUF  initiative  was  directed  at  the  whole  of  the  United  Nations;  it  aimed  to  create  a  shared  
understanding   among   all   members   of   the   organisation   and   this   collective   belief   was   seen   as  
essential  to  drive  commitment  to  human  rights  ideals.  Similarly,  Forst’s  right  to  justification  relies  
upon  a  collective  belief  in  the  idea  of  human  dignity.  While  peace  is  made  in  relations,  relations  are  
informed  by  personal  beliefs  and  dispositions.  If  human  rights  as  an  idea  are  to  contribute  towards  
the  realisation  of  peace  they  must  elicit  a  belief  which,  in  turn,  address  root  causes  and  promote  
non-­‐violent   relations.   “It   follows   that   promoting   cultural   change   by   peaceful   means   requires  
eliciting   the   active,   conscious   participation   of   the   people   whose   culture   is   changing.   The   very  
identity   of   people’s   selves   and   communities   is   at   stake…Cultural   change   is   necessarily   personal  
change.”148    
This  section  builds  on  the  last  by  exploring  what  a  belief  in  human  dignity,  which  underpins  Forst’s  
basic  right  to  justification,  entails.  Drawing  on  Jürgen  Habermas’s  discussion  of  human  dignity,  I  
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will  argue  that  a  belief  in  the  concept  supports  the  realisation  of  peace  by  providing  the  normative  
foundation  for  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification.  According  to  Habermas,  human  dignity  denotes  
social  identification  with  humanity  as  a  whole,  and  embeds  certain  demands  by  virtue  of  that  group  
membership.  It  has  been  known  for  some  time  that  expanding  the  us-­‐them  distinction  has  positive  
implications  for  peaceful  relations,149  and  recent  research  in  peace  psychology  demonstrates  that  
identity,  and  moral  conviction  forming  part  of  that  identity,  is  a  key  predictor  of  collective  action.150  
Taken  together,   I  argue   that  human  dignity  constitutes   the  shared  human  rights  understanding  
essential  to  the  operation  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture.  And,  thus,  a  belief  in  universal  
human  dignity  is  the  desired  change  within  the  personal  dimension.    
The  aim  of  sustainable  peace  is  to  address  root  causes  of  conflict  and  promote  non-­‐violent  forms  of  
relating.  While  Forst’s  basic  right   to   justification  has  the  potential   to  aid  sustainable  peace,   this  
change  in  the  relational  dimension  relies  on  individuals  perceiving  the  other  as  equal  to  themselves,  
and   furthermore,   on   them  using   human   rights   language   to   articulate   grievances.   Like   Forst,   in  
presenting  his  outline  of  human  dignity  Habermas  searches  for  what  makes  human  rights  ‘make  
sense’  in  their  practice,  arguing  that  the  concept  of  human  dignity  “emerges  from  the  plethora  of  
experiences   of   what   it   means   to   be   humiliated   and   deeply   hurt.”151   While   Forst’s   historical  
perspective   focused   on   how   the   language   of   human   rights   were   politically   utilised,   Habermas  
focuses  on  the  experiences  that  gave  rise  to  these  historical  uses  of  human  rights.  In  Habermas’s  
view,   substantive   rights   arose   because   people   experienced   humiliation   as   a   result   of   exclusion,  
suffering,  and  discrimination  which,  in  turn,  drove  demands  for  equal  treatment.  Thus,  in  a  sense,  
the   two   theorists   are   looking   at   the   same  experience   from  a  different  perspective   –  while   Forst  
focuses  on   the   relationship  between   those  whose  dignity   is  not   recognised  and   those   that  deny  
recognition  of  said  dignity,  Habermas  focuses  on  the  way  that  the  former  (might)  feel  about  the  
experience  and  how  that  subjectively  drove  them  to  make  claims  through  the  language  of  human  
rights.    
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
149  Thomas  F  Pettigrew  and  Linda  R  Tropp,  ‘A  Meta-­‐Analytic  Test  of  Intergroup  Contact  Theory.’  (2006)  90  Journal  of  
Personality  and  Social  Psychology  751.  
150  Martijn  van  Zomeren,  ‘Four  Core  Social-­‐Psychological  Motivations  to  Undertake  Collective  Action’  (2013)  7  Social  
and  Personality  Psychology  Compass  378.  
151  Jürgen  Habermas,  ‘The  Concept  of  Human  Dignity  and  the  Realistic  Utopia  of  Human  Rights’,  Philosophical  
Dimensions  of  Human  Rights  (Springer,  Dordrecht  2012)  66.  
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Lederach’s  theory  of  conflict  transformation  states  that  the  personal  dimension  is  concerned  with  
individual  cognitive  elements.152  It  examines  how  individuals  within  a  conflict  view  themselves,  and  
the   social-­‐psychological   impact   of,   and  orientation   towards,   conflict   experiences.  Key  questions  
centre  around  individual’s  beliefs  about  the  self,  their  identify,  life  narratives,  coping  mechanisms,  
and   how   they   see   their   position  within   the   wider   conflict   context.   Change   is   directed   towards  
minimising   the   destructive   impacts   of   conflict   experiences,   and   “maximising   potential   for  
individual   changes   in   self-­‐perceptions,   narratives,   and   perceptions   of   the   other.”153   Habermas  
presents   a   subjective   perspective   of   human   dignity   that   identifies   how   change   in   the   personal  
dimension  is  capable  of  underpinning  Forst’s  relational  approach.  
Habermas’s   first-­‐person  focus  on  the  feeling  of  humiliation  shows  that,   in  order   for  someone  to  
claim  the  right  to  justification,  the  claimant  must  feel  personally  injured  (i.e.  humiliated)  by  the  
action.  Van  Zomeren  articulates  the  implication  of  this  when  he  states  “objective  grievances  should  
only  predict  collective  action  to   the  extent   that   individuals  experience  them.”154   In  other  words,  
when  it  comes  to  human  rights,  individuals  have  to  feel  like  the  injustice  is  a  human  rights  violation  
when   they   experience   it.   If   we   flip   Habermas’s   claim   that   human   dignity   is   an   articulation   of  
grievances  that  gave  rise  to  humiliation,  a  certain  belief  in  one’s  possession  of  human  dignity  (even  
not  explicitly  articulated)  is  subjectively  required  for  such  feelings  of  humiliation  to  arise.    
What,  then,  does  a  belief   in  human  dignity  entail?  At  its  core,  human  dignity  demotes  a  certain  
identity   –   that   of   belonging   to   the   status   of   ‘human’   –   and   a   normative   belief   about  what   that  
identity  entails.  In  outlining  these  elements  of  human  dignity  Habermas  highlights  two  historical  
processes  that  underpin  these  components:  first,  the  “the  paradoxical  generalization  of  a  concept  
of   dignity   that   was   originally   geared   not   to   any   equal   distribution   of   dignity   but   to   status  
difference.”155   And,   second,   a   belief   that   this   membership   to   humanity   awards   not   just   moral  
concern,  but  specific  entitlements.    
The   concept   of   human   dignity   represents   an   expansion   of   the   group   towards   which   dignity   is  
awarded.   Jeremy  Waldron  notes   that   the  concept  of  dignity,  historically  based  on  a  hierarchical  
status,  has  under  the  human  rights  banner,  expanded  to  include  all  of  humanity.  156  Building  on  this  
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observation,  Habermas  states  that  this  universalisation  –  of  placing  all  of  humanity  at  a  high  rank  
deserving  of  their  ‘dignity’  being  recognised  –  must  be  followed  by  individualisation.  Human  dignity  
speaks  to  the  worth  of  each  individual  vis-­‐à-­‐vis  other  individuals,  not  human  worth  in  relations  to,  
for  example,  below  a  deity  or  above  animals.  Further,  each  individual  is  to  be  considered  uniquely  
important.157  Thus,  human  dignity  denotes  an  identification  with  the  collective,  dignified,  group  of  
humanity  in  which  every  individual  is  valued.      
This  expansion  of  dignity  supports  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification  by  providing  an  explanation  of  
why  others  should  be  treated  equally.  On  top  of  this,  research  has  shown  that  dissolving  us-­‐them  
distinctions   can   have   positive   impacts   on   fostering   peaceful   relationships.   While   positive  
encounters  with  the  opposing  groups  can  reduce  tension  and  foster  negotiation,158  what  is  really  
salient  about  human  dignity  is  that  is,  by  definition,  includes  all  humans.  Theoretically  this  means  
that  a  belief  in  human  dignity  might  not  only  help  to  break  down  existing  group  tensions,  but  limit  
the  possibility  of  new  group  conflicts  arising.  Indeed  anthropological  studies  indicate  that  peace  is  
assisted   by   a   cultural   disposition   that   includes   “psycho-­‐social   elements   that   counter   Us-­‐Them  
polarization  by  creating  an  inclusive  moral  universe.”159  Thus,  first,  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  
culture  should  aim  to  instil  a  subjective  identification  with  humanity  as  a  whole.    
The   second   historical   development  which  Habermas   identifies   is   “the   shift   of   perspective   from  
moral   duties   to   legal   claims.”   160   Habermas   notes   that   the   manner   in   which   law   and   morality  
subjectively  govern  relations  differs.  A  person  in  a  moral  relation  asks  what  reasonable  expectations  
the  other  can  have  of  her,  based  on  expectations  she  has  built  from  past  relations.  While  law  also  
requires  reflexivity,   the  question   is  about  what  potential  claims  they  expect  others  to  be  able  to  
make  on  them.  While  the  former  only  exists  in  social  relations,  the  latter  has  an  external  existence  
to  the  parties  in  question  –  namely,  the  claims  exist  in  law.161  To  use  Habermas’s  example  of  a  police  
officer  who  threatens  torture  to  extract  information  from  an  individual  –  in  a  moral  sense  the  police  
officer  will  make  a  judgement  about  the  permissibility  based  on  expectations  arising  out  of  past,  
relevant,   relational   experiences.  However,   in   a   legal   sense,   “the   legal   relation   that   is   objectively  
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violated   remains   latent  until   a   claim   is   raised   that   actualizes   it.”162  That   is,   it   continues   to   exist  
beyond  the  relational  incident  in  question.    
In  Habermas’s  view,  human  rights  represent  a  transition  from  relations  being  merely  governed  by  
moral  norms  to  operating  in  a  legal  fashion.  To  quote  this  section  of  his  paper  at  length:    
The  transition   from  morality   to   law  calls   for  a  shift   from  symmetrically   intertwined  perspectives  of  
respect   and   esteem   for   the   autonomy   of   the   other   to   raising   claims   to   recognition   for   one’s   own  
autonomy  by  the  other.  The  morally  enjoyed  concern  for  the  vulnerable  other  is  replaced  by  the  self-­‐
confident   demand   for   legal   recognition   as   a   self-­‐determined   subject   who   “lives,   feels,   and   acts   in  
accordance  with  his  or  her  own   judgement”  Thus   the   legal   recognition  claimed  by  citizens   reaches  
beyond  the  reciprocal  moral  recognition  of  responsible  subjects;   it  has  the  concrete  meaning  of  the  
respect  demanded  for  a  status  that  is  deserved,  and  as  such  it  is  infused  with  the  connotations  of  the  
“dignity”  that  was  associated  in  the  past  with  membership  in  a  socially  respected  corporate  bodies.  163      
Thus,  human  dignity,  which  acts  as  a  moral  source  for  all  human  rights,  and  is  the  normative  basis  
of  the  basic  right  to  justification,  denotes  certain  entitlements.  A  belief  in  one’s  own  human  dignity  
would,  therefore,  instil  a  sense  that  one  deserves  to  be  related  to  in  a  certain  way.  While  I  think  
that  Habermas’s  moral/legal  distinction  is  tenuous,  there  is  a  clear  distinction  between  expectations  
which   are   contextual   assessments,   and   entitlements   which   derive   from   concrete   norms.  While  
contextual  assessments  are  informed  by  previous  experiences  and,  thus,  difficult  to  ground  claims  
upon,  concrete  norms  provide  a  solid  basis  upon  which  to  advance  a  claim.  This,  as  I  will  expand  
on  in  a  moment,  can  still  be  based  on  a  moral  belief.    
Both   Habermas   and   Forst   view   human   rights   as   a   tool   for   collective   action.   Habermas’s  
identification   that   human   dignity   denotes   certain   entitlements   provides   the   shared   culture  
understanding  which  underpins  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification.  Taken  together,  they  provide  a  
solid  basis  upon  which  human  rights  understandings,  embedded  in  a  cultural  practice,  can  bring  
about  change  capable  of  supporting  sustainable  peace.  However,   these  changes   in  the  relational  
and  personal  dimensions  must  be  facilitated  and  supported  by  social  structures.    
Like  Forst,  Habermas  argues  that  human  rights  require  institutional  support.  Habermas  states  that  
the  “moral  promise”  of  human  rights  –  that  is  that  one’s  human  dignity  will  be  respected  –  is  meant  
to   be   “cashed   out   in   legal   currency.”164   That   what   it  means   to   be   treated   with   dignity   is   to   be  
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expressed  through  domestic  legislation,  made  specific  in  individual  cases,  and  enforced  by  the  state.  
Human  rights  (as  opposed  the  concept  of  human  dignity  that  grounds  the  rights)  only  come  into  
existence   when   they   take   the   shape   of   legally   enforceable   principles.165   Again,   I   do   not   view  
Habermas’s  structural  claims  as  conducive  to  the  establishment  of  sustainable  peace.   I  echo  the  
concerns  I  raised  in  response  to  Forst  about  the  reliance  on  state  institutions  within  peace  operation  
settings  –  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  must  (at  least  in  its  early  application)  strengthen  
local   domains   and   not   rely   on   central  mechanisms   of   enforcement.  Here   I   briefly   reiterate   the  
concerns  raised  in  the  first  chapter  about  a  strictly  legal  approach  to  human  rights.  While  law  is  an  
important  element  of  the  human  rights  framework,  it  has  limited  capacity  to  prevent  violations  or  
promote  non-­‐violent  forms  of  relating.  As  a  primarily  reactionary  mechanism,  legal  human  rights  
principles   require   a   violation   before   they   are   utilised—in   their   strict   application   they   are   an  
ambulance  at   the  bottom  of   the  cliff.  Further,  as   I  will  expand   in  my   last  chapter  on  contextual  
barriers  to  human  rights  implementation,  the  framing  of  human  rights  in  a  strictly  legal  sense  can  
act   to  undermine   reconciliation  between  conflict   groups.   In   light  of   these  points,  human   rights  
codified   in   legal   instruments   should,   as   I  will   argue   in   the   last   section  of   this   chapter,   speak   to  
human  rights  beliefs  and  practices  already  embedded  in  society   instead  of  being  the  sole  means  
through  which  the  ‘moral  promise’  of  human  rights  can  be  delivered.    
The  negation  of   the  essential   legal   foundation  of   rights,  however,   could  undermine  Habermas’s  
grounding  of  dignity  in  legal  claims  and  thus  eradicate  the  belief  in  entitlement  that  drives  claims  
for   equal   treatment   under   Forst’s   basic   right   to   justification.   Drawing   on   research   on   social  
mobility,  I  posit  that  human  dignity  as  a  moral  conviction  can  not  only  compel  groups  to  seek  equal  
treatment,  but  it  holds  the  potential  to  unite  groups  towards  the  creation  of  social  change.  To  put  
it   another   way,   a   belief   in   human   dignity   is   what   could   compel   a   society   to  mobilise   towards  
achieving  peace.  
Social  movements  are  usually  defined  as  oppressed  groups  making  challenges  for  equality  against  
elites.166   While   legal   theorists   and   political   scientists   often   focus   on   the   required   structural  
conditions  for  this  to  occur,  research  in  social  psychology  tends  to  indicate  that  subjective  factors  
are   more   likely   to   predict   whether   people   will   participate   in   collective   action   towards   social  
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change.167  When   it   comes   to  mobilising   societies   subject   to   peace   operations,   there   are   added  
factors  of  complication.  The  situation  might  not  be  as  clear  cut  as  it  is  in  the  abstract;  individuals  
can  be  both  victims  and  perpetrators  of  human  rights  violence,  the  may  not  be  a  clear  dominant  
group  towards  which  the  disadvantaged  group  can  demand  recognition  –  in  fact,  in  many  cases  the  
required  recognition  of  dignity,  and  thus  human  rights,  is  in  many  cases  a  mutual  demand;  each  
person  has  the  grounds  to  demand  it  from  another  on  the  basis  of  many  intersecting  identities  –  
whether   ethnic,   religious,   gender,   class   or   another   basis   of   group  differentiation  used   to   justify  
violence.   In   order   to   achieve   peace,   conflict   societies   must   be   compelled   to   establish   peace  
collectively,  as  a  whole  society.  In  grounding  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification,  Habermas’s  concept  
of  human  dignity  provides  a   foundational   collective   identity   for  members  of   society   to  advance  
mutual  demands  of  recognition.  Further,  when  human  dignity  is  viewed  as  a  moral  conviction  it  
may  propel  society  towards  achieving  change.    
To  advance   this   claim,   I   turn   to  peace  psychology.  Human  dignity   represents  a  universal  moral  
standard,   and   people’s   moral   standards   are   a   key   indicator   of   their   likeliness   to   participate   in  
collective  action.  This  is  different  from  perceptions  of  illegitimacy  and  injustice,  rather  the  research  
focuses   on   “violated  moral   convictions,   defined   as   strong   and   absolute   attitudes  on   a  moralized  
issue.  The  key  point  here  is  that  such  moral  motivations  derive  from  violations  of  standards  that  
carry  a  strong  self-­‐relevance  and  which  are  viewed  as  subjectively  absolute.”168  A  belief  in  human  
dignity  requires  a  subjective  belief   in  the  absolute  nature  of  the  entitlements  that  flow  from  the  
status  of  being  human,  and  by  its  very  definition  it  demands  a  strong  self-­‐relevance.  Recent  research  
not   only   indicates   that   moral   convictions   are   the   most   accurate   predictor   of   participation   in  
collective  action,  but  they  have  the  potential  to  unite  individuals  across  society.  As  articulated  by  
van  Zomeren:    
Moral   standards   can   be   collectively   deduced   when   group   ideology   informs   individuals’   moral  
standards.  However,   they  can  also  be   individually   induced  such  as  when  moral  convictions  develop  
within  individuals.  This  implies  that  any  violation  of  these  standards  could  bring  individuals  together  
who  share  these  convictions  (e.g.  defending  human  rights),  independent  of  the  groups  they  may  be  
part  of.  Thus,  moral  motivation  may  not  only  be  important  in  providing  a  fourth  core  motivation  to  
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participate   in   collective   action   but   also   in   potentially   uniting   the   disadvantaged   and   (part   of)   the  
advantaged  group  in  a  joint  struggle  for  social  change.  169  
While  empirical  work  testing  this  hypothesis  is  still  in  its  infancy,  early  research  shows  promising  
signs  for  the  potential  for  moral  convictions,  such  as  human  rights,  to  unify  different  social  groups  
towards  seeking  social  change.170    
In  my  proposed  model,  the  change  that  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  aims  to  bring  about  
in  the  personal  dimension  is  a  belief  in  human  dignity.  Human  dignity  provides  the  shared  cultural  
understanding  which  is  capable  of  underpinning  Forst’s  basic  right  to  justification.  Taken  together,  
changes  in  the  relational  and  personal  dimensions  have  the  potential  to  aid  peace  by  promoting  
equal   relationships   and   a   non-­‐violent   mechanism   through   which   to   make   grievance   claims.  
Ultimately,  through  an  expansion  of  group  identification,  and  the  instilling  of  a  moral  conviction  
which   could   encourage   society-­‐wide  mobilisation,   a   cultural   belief   in   human   dignity   is   what,   I  
believe,  makes  the  UN’s  link  between  human  rights  and  peace  a  plausible  assertion.  However,  both  
Forst  and  Habermas  argue  for  state-­‐centric  structural  changes  which,  in  my  view,  are  an  ill-­‐fit  for  
the  peace  operation  setting.  Thus,  the  last  section  of  this  chapter  will  focus  on  the  type  of  structural  
change  that  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  should  aim  to  bring  about.    
3.   Goodale:  beyond  the  state  
In  this  chapter  I  present  a  model  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture,  specifically  by  outlining  
the   types   of   change   that   human   rights   understandings   can   bring   about   in   different   social  
dimensions   to   support   sustainable   peace.   Thus   far   I   have   argued   that   a   subjectively   held   and  
collectively   shared  belief   in  human  dignity  mobilises   society   towards   addressing   inequality   and  
underpins   relations   informed   by   human   rights   understandings.   These   relationships   support  
sustainable  peace  by  encouraging  the  respect  of  the  other’s  dignity,  and  through  providing  a  non-­‐
violent  method  of  expressing  grievances.  While  these  have  the  potential  to  aid  the  establishment  
of  peace  they  don’t  fully  capture  the  priorities  of  fostering  a  culture  and  of  establishing  peace.  A  
culture  aims  to  produce  participants  who  possess  “a  familiarity  with  an  entire  universe  of  meaning  
where  language  and  society  interpenetrate  the  lived  value  of  words”171  and  inventively  use  them  to  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
169  van  Zomeren  (n  150)  382.  
170  Emma  F  Thomas  and  others,  ‘Where  There  Is  a  (Collective)  Will,  There  Are  (Effective)  Ways:  Integrating  Individual-­‐  
and  Group-­‐Level  Factors  in  Explaining  Humanitarian  Collective  Action’  (2016)  42  Personality  and  Social  Psychology  
Bulletin  1678.  
171  Merleau-­‐Ponty  (n  90).  
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(re)produce   and   (re)inforce   shared  understandings.  And   sustainable   peace   is   primarily   directed  
towards   preventing   the   (re)occurrence   of   violence.   I   rejected   the   institutional   requirements  
presented  by  Forst  and  Habermas  for  their  failure  to  reflect  these  goals,  therefore,  this  section  will  
focus  on  what  a  structural  change  reflective  of  these  core  aims  might  look  like.  Ultimately  a  peace  
enabling  human  rights  culture  should  aim  to  bring  about  participants  in  the  culture  that,  in  their  
day-­‐to-­‐day  activities  act  to  transforms  society  towards  sustainable  peace.    
The   cultural   change   that  HRUF  aims   to  bring   about   is   one   in  which  human   rights  norms  were  
incumbent  on  ‘all  staff  individually.’172  In  justifications  given  for  the  establishment  of  HRUF,  the  
Secretary  General   pointed   to   the  UN’s   failure   in   Sri   Lanka   (and   elsewhere)   by   highlighting   the  
institutional   fragmentation  which   allowed   individuals  on   the   field   to  believe   that  human   rights  
issues  were  best  left  to  the  specialist  human  rights  offices.173  In  other  words,  HRUF  showed  that  for  
a  human  rights  culture  to  exist  it  is  not  enough  that  individuals  believe  in  human  rights,  but  that  
they  are  motivated  to  use  rights  as  the  preeminent  frame  in  which  they  interpret  situations.  This  
internalisation  of  not  just  a  belief  in  in  human  rights,  but  the  gravity  of  the  concept  and  its  absolute  
salience,  is  important.  I  argued  that  human  dignity  should  be  understood  as  a  moral  conviction,  
that   is   “strong   and   absolute   attitudes   on   a  moralized   issue,”174   and   it   is   this   belief   that   has   the  
potential  to  propel  society  towards  sustainable  peace.  Using  Mark  Goodale’s  discussions  of  human  
rights  as  an  empire  of  law,  I  will  argue  that  the  proper  structural  change  a  peace  enabling  human  
rights   culture   aims   to   establish   is   the   internalisation   of   the   gravity   of   human   rights   as   a   trans-­‐
national  structure  prior  to,  and  irrespective  of,  state  protection.    
I  have  already  highlighted  that  Forst  and  Habermas’s  focus  on  central  protection  of  human  rights  
is   an   ill-­‐fit   for   peace   operation   settings.  Whether   there   is   local   animosity   towards   the   central  
authority,  or  there  is  a  lack  of  central  authority  all  together,  reliance  on  traditional  state  institutions  
are  unlikely  to  produce  fruitful  results,  at  least  in  the  early  stages  of  peacebuilding.  I  also  noted  the  
limited  preventative   capability   of   grounding  human   rights  primarily   in   legal   institutions.  These  
critiques   aside,   in   a   society  where   the   salience   of   human   rights   norms   is   not   given,  where   the  
concept   is  –   in  essence  –  being  built  up,   it   is   important   that   the   foundations  of   the  concept  are  
clearly   communicated.   It   is   clear   that   both   Forst   and   Habermas   see   human   rights   as   an  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
172  Gilmour  (n  75).  
173  Gilmour  (n  75)  242.  
174  van  Zomeren  (n  150)  381–2.  
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emancipatory  language:  For  Forst,  human  rights  “provide  a  language  that  can  be  spoken  in  many  
tongues,  but  it  is  the  language  of  emancipation.  When  we  think  about  human  rights,  the  proper  
perspective  is  the  one  in  tune  with  that  of  the  participants  of  social  struggles.”175  Habermas  supports  
this  position,   stating   “human  rights  gives   rise   to   the   status  of  citizens  who,  as   subjects  of  equal  
rights,  have  a  claim  to  be  respected  in  their  human  dignity.”176  With  both  theorists  developing  their  
theories  in  reference  to  the  historical  development  of  the  concept,  it  is  unsurprising  that  they  both  
see  the  primary  role  of  human  rights  as  a  tool  that  allows  for  claims  to  be  made  against  the  pre-­‐
existing,   pre-­‐established   state   structure.  However,   as  A.   J.   Langlois   identifies,   this   requires   that  
human  rights,  as  an  idea,  as  “the  capacity  to  act  as  a  form  of  moral  criticism  against  state  power,  a  
form  of  moral  criticism  that  is  effective  and  persuasive  because  it  appeals  to  something  above  and  
beyond   the   self-­‐claimed   prerogatives   of   the   state.”177   This   belief   in   human   rights   drawing   on  
something  beyond  the  state  is  what  gives  sense  to  the  political  and  legal  structures  that  support  
human  rights  claims.    
Without  a  clear  articulation  of  this  hierarchical  relationships  between  human  rights  as  an  idea,  and  
human   rights   protected   through   structural   institutions,   there   is   a   danger   of   undermining   the  
emancipatory  potential  of  human  rights.  By  grounding  the  emancipatory  promise  of  human  rights  
in  state  institutions,  human  rights  can  offer  “a  form  of  protection  for  individuals  that  made  trade  
one  form  of  subjection  for  another,  an  intervention  by  an  external  agent  or  set  of  institutions  that  
promises  to  protect  individuals  from  abusive  state  power  in  part  by  replacing  that  power.”178  Human  
Rights  expressed  through  a  central  authority  may,  thus,  create  vulnerable  subjects  who  must  rely  
on  those  in  positions  of  power  for  recognition  of  their  rights.179  In  this  way  both  the  preventative  
aim   of   sustainable   peace,   and   the   aim   of   producing   cultural   participants   is   undermined.   The  
structural  change  that  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  aims  to  bring  about  must,  in  my  view,  
transcend  the  state.    
Under  Lederach’s  theory,  structural  change  is  not  limited  to  institutional  change,  but  can  include  
the   transformation   of   social   patterns   and   shared   understandings.   The   structural   dimension   is  
concerned   with   how   causes,   patterns,   and   discourses   constitute   social,   political   and   economic  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
175  Forst  (n  136)  729.  
176  Habermas  (n  151)  67–8.  
177  Langlois  (n  16)  247.  
178  Wendy  Brown,  ‘“The  Most  We  Can  Hope  For.  .  .  ”:  Human  Rights  and  the  Politics  of  Fatalism’  (2004)  103  The  South  
Atlantic  Quarterly  451,  455.  
179  Brown  (n  178).  
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structures.   It   looks  at  the  way   in  which  these  structures  are  “built,  sustained,  and  changed”  and  
inquire   into   the   impacts   that   these   have   on   individual’s   relations   and   self-­‐perception   (and   vice  
versa).  Change  in  this  dimension  aims  to  address  underlying  causes  of  conflict  and  discrimination  
and  establish  avenues  for  nonviolent  forms  of  conflict  resolution.180  Structures  are  not  limited  to  
tangible  or  accessible  structures  such  as  political  or  religious  institutions  and  ideologies,  but  can  
include   more   intangible   components   such   as   shared   beliefs   about   human   nature   or   epistemic  
traditions.  “Just  because  something  is   imagined  does  not  mean  that  it   is   imaginary,  a  fabrication  
without   substance.  Socially  constructed   identities,  hierarchies,   and  structures  certainly   feel  very  
real;  they  also  have  very  real,  material  consequences  for  people.”181  Thus,  the  structural  change  I  
advance  in  this  section  is  imaginary  in  a  sense  that  it  does  not  necessarily  speak  to  the  Truth  of  the  
international  human  rights  structure  –  what  is  important,  however,  is  that  individuals  internalise  
the  grand  rhetoric  of  human  rights  as  an  idea.    
So  what  is  the  content  of  this  structural  belief   in  human  rights,  and  how  does  it  exhibit  itself   in  
practice?  While  human  right,  in  promoting  an  identity  embedded  in  the  concept  of  human  dignity,  
speak  to  the  self,   it  also  places   this   identity  beyond  the   individual   in  two   important  ways.  First,  
“people’s  experiences  of  human  rights  are  more  intransitive:  human  rights  reveal  to  people  a  fact  
about  themselves  that  is  beyond  their  control  –  as  the  fact  of  a  person’s  humanness  is  beyond  their  
control  –  and  in  the  process  reposition  them  in  relation  to  other  members  of  their  community,  the  
community   itself,   and,   indeed   all   other   social   categories   in   terms   of   which   actors…shape   their  
identifies.”182   Human   rights   speak   to   a   timeless   truth   about   being   human,   thus   structurally  
extending   its   salience   temporally.   Second,   it   spatially   extends   its   significance   by   extending   the  
concept  beyond  the  local.  As  Goodale  states:183    
While  individuals’  encounter  with  human  rights  are  personal,  they  are  also  trans-­‐local.  For  one,  it  is  
usually  through  international  actors  that  they  encounter  human  rights.  But  more  importantly,  even  
when  authors  such  as  Sally  Engle  Merry  have  discussed  the  ‘vernacularized’  meaning  of  human  rights  
–  that  they  are  translated  into  a  particular  context  –  a  meaningful  personal  experience  of  human  rights  
ties  the  self  to  a  trans-­‐local  identity.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
180  Lederach  (n  48)  32–3.  
181  Emphasis  retained,  citations  omitted,  228  
182  Mark  Goodale,  ‘The  Power  of  Right(s):  Tracking  Empires  of  Law  and  New  Modes  of  Social  Resistance  in  Bolivia  (and  
Elsewhere)’  in  Sally  Engle  Merry  and  Mark  Goodale  (eds),  The  Practice  of  Human  Rights :  Tracking  Law  Between  the  
Global  and  the  Local  (Cambridge  University  Press  2007)  142.  
183  Goodale  (n  182)  144.  
Chapter  Two:  It’s  a  reflection  of  Humanity  |  56  	  
In  other  words,  individuals  are  using  human  rights  meanings  that  are  placed  at  the  international  
level  to  appraise  their  day-­‐to-­‐day  contextualisation  of  rights  principles.  The  movement  is  vertical—
that  is  instead  of  being  translated  horizontally,  the  human  rights  principles  are  drawn  down  to  give  
meaning   to   the   everyday.   Structurally,   human   rights   are   understood   to   exist   beyond   the   local,  
feeding  the  grand  rhetoric  that  individuals  internalise.      
The  impact  of  this  temporal  and  spatial  extension  is  that  human  rights,  as  an  idea,  sediments  its  
universality  in  the  minds  of  individuals.  Goodale  explains  this  phenomenon  in  reference  to  Hardt  
and  Negri’s  concept  of  the  Empire.  The  Empire  expresses  the  global  hegemonic  power  of  liberalism  
through   its   ability   to   corrode   national   boundaries,   identities,   and   sovereignty   to   increase   their  
reach.184  Through  structural  developments  –  such  as  communication,  migrations  etc  –  these  liberal  
empires  disseminate  their  discourse  producing  subjects  that  not  only  come  into  existence  through  
these  ideas,  but  are  also  pacified  by  them.185  These  ideas  that  belong  to  the  family  of  liberal  legality  
–  like  human  rights  –  are  justified,  and  derive  their  power,  from  “their  universality,  their  presumed  
objectivity,  their  enlightenment,  their  cultural  neutrality,  and  their  grandeur.”186  The  force  behind  
ideas  that  make  up  liberal  legality  is  their  ability  to  make  themselves  invisible  through  convincing  
subjects  of  their  taken-­‐for-­‐grantedness,  producing  subjects  who  not  only  do  not  question  them,  but  
demand  them.187  While  Hardt  and  Negri  advance  their  conception  of  the  empire  in  critique  of  the  
liberal  project,  I  share  Goodale’s  position  in  relation  to  the  implementation  of  human  rights.  That  
is,  human  rights  as  an  empire  of  law  can  lead  to  the  “production  of  normative  pluralism  –  a  potential  
new  source  of  social  resistence  –  through  universalist  (thus  homogenizing)  discourses  like  human  
rights.”188  That  is,  to  support  the  changes  in  the  relational  and  personal  dimensions,  by  promoting  
an  overarching  structural  belief,  human  rights  as  an  empire  of  law  provides  the  space  for  grievance  
claims  to  be  expressed  through  the  language  of  human  rights.      
The  internalisation  of  these  structural  beliefs  about  human  right  by  individuals  create  participants  
in   a   human   rights   culture   and,   arguably,   instils   a   greater   preventative   capacity   within   society,  
primarily  through  the  connotative  power  of  human  rights.  By  connotative  power,  I  mean  the  “power  
[that]  infuses  human  rights  practice  in  the  way  individuals  (or  groups)  connote,  or  gesture  toward,  
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certain   essential   aspects   of   human   rights   without   actually   invoking   specific   human   rights  
themselves.”189  This  is  the  power  that  human  rights  has  to  change  how  individuals  see  themselves  
and  others,  the  language  that  human  rights  provides  to  articulate  experiences,  and  the  shared  belief  
that  the  idea  fosters.  These  beliefs,  in  turn,  can  impact  the  way  in  which  people  relate  to  each  other,  
perceive  potential  future  change,  and  work  together  towards  a  shared  objective.    
Indeed,  in  linking  human  rights  understandings  to  the  potential  for  peace,  I  have  primarily  focused  
on   the   connotative   power   of   human   rights.   This   connotative   power   is   dynamic   and   socially  
reinforced  –  by  coming  to   internalise  human  rights  as  an   idea   individuals  act   in  reflection  of   it,  
becoming  cultural  participants  who  reinforce  the  norms  within  themselves  and  expose  the  idea  to  
others.  As  human  rights,  at  its  core,  speaks  to  a  belief  about  human  relations,  this  (re)production  
can  come  to  permeate  through  the  entirety  of  their  social  life.  190  And,  further,  act  to  prevent  violent  
forms  of  relating  through  a  reflective  internalisation  of  the  basic  right  to  justification.  In  this  way,  
human  rights  can  come  to  produce  “subjectivities  that  quickly  become  themselves  productive,  but  
productive  across  the  whole  range  of  social  life,  rather  than  confined  to,  or  rather  dependant  on,  
the  primary  function  of  those  classic  institutions  of  modernity…Social  actors  on  the  streets…fully  
internalise  the  grandeur  of  the  legal  orders  that  have  come  to  completely  enfold  them,  and  they,  in  
turn,  move  on  to  reconstitute  and  reinforce  the  order  of  liberal  legality  itself,  i.e.  they  become  the  
producers  of  empire.”191    
In  contrast,  the  focus  of  Forst  and  Habermas  in  their  institutional  claims  were  primarily  directed  
towards   the   denotive   power   of   human   rights.   That   is   where   specific   rights   are   invoked  
instrumentally,  and  require  recognition  by  those  to  whom  the  claim  is  being  made.  However,   if  
human  rights  are  to  be  utilised  in  this  manner,  both  those  who  advance  and  receive  the  claim  must  
have   internalised  human  rights  as  an   idea   for   it   to  be  operational.  Human  rights  are  capable  of  
grounding  claim  making  acts  where  a  belief  in  their  importance  is  collectively  held.    
For  reasons  already  outlined,  fostering  the  connotative  power  of  human  rights  is  preferable  in  peace  
operation   settings   as   it   does   not   rely   entirely   on   external   recognition   for   its   operation.   This  
preference  is  captured  by  Goodale  when  he  states:  “if  human  rights  express  themselves  as  an  idea,  
as  a  kind  of  floating  signifier  that  represents  a  new  form  of  human  dignity  and  moral  worth,  then  
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it’s  clear  how  human  rights  can  reinforce  –  and  embolden  –  existing  normativities,  even   if   their  
provisions   or   rules   or   “laws”   do   not,   strictly   speaking,   conform   to   specific   human   rights  
instruments.”192  While  legal  and  political  processes  can  act  to  reinforce  human  rights  as  an  idea,  193  
and  the  reflection  of  human  rights  within  formal  institutions  is  highly  influential  in  their  taken-­‐for-­‐
grantedness,  human  rights  can  be  understood  as  a  social  concept  without  them.  194  
The  structural  change  that  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  should  foster  is  a  belief  in  the  
structural  grandeur  and  taken-­‐for-­‐grantedness  of  human  rights  which,   in  turn,  produce  subjects  
who   spread   the   idea   in   their   social   interactions.  The  aim,  ultimately   is   “to   transform   legal   (and  
social)  consciousness,  one  person  at  a  time,  so  that,  at  some  future  point,  the  historic  causes  of  [the  
country  in  question]’s  social  problems  –  ethnic  and  class  discrimination,  corruption,  exploitation  
of  key  national  resources  by  multinationals,  etc.  –  will  become  moot  as  a  new  generation  of  human  
rights-­‐bearing  subjects  are  unable  to  either  reproduce  these  problems,  or  even  imagine  them.”195  
This   structural   belief   injects   salience   and   urgency   into   the   proposed   changes   in   the   other  
dimensions  and  where   fostered  simultaneously  gives,   in  my  view,  human  rights  the  potential   to  
contribute  to  sustainable  peace.    
4.   Conclusion    
If  human  rights  are,  in  fact,  essential  to  the  realisation  of  peace  then  it  should,  arguably,  produce  
change   on   a   grand   scale.   And,   according   to   the   PBA,   any   effort   directed   towards   achieving  
sustainable  peace   “must  be  people-­‐centred  and   inclusive   in  approach,   and  provide  a  vision  of   a  
common  future.”196  While  protecting  vulnerable  populations,  and  addressing  past  violations  might  
be  important  pursuits,  they  aren’t  necessarily  inclusive,  nor  do  they  provide  a  vision  of  a  common  
future.   If  human   rights  are   to  contribute   to   the  establishment  of  peace   it   should  be  directed  at  
bringing  about  change  across  the  whole  of  society.    
Here,  I  return  to  the  ethos  of  the  UDHR  to  capture  the  type  of  change  my  model  of  a  peace  enabling  
human  rights  culture  aims  to  bring  about.  It  is  the  internalisation  of  the  grand  matter-­‐of-­‐factness  
of  human  rights,  in  each  member  of  society  that  gives  it  the  potential  to  aid  peace.  Because,  “when  
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social   actors   –   across   a   whole   range   of   regions   and   classes   –   come   to   think   of   themselves   as  
embodying,   their   thoughts   and   actions,   the  principles   of   universalism,   fairness,   objectivity,   due  
process,  and  so  on,  [they]  then  go  on  to  constitute  society  on  these  basis.”197    
This  model  is  promising  not  only  because  it  targets  where  conflict  exists,  namely  peoples’  relations  
with  each  other,  but  it  also  examines  how  human  rights  could  potentially  mobilise  change.  This  is  
important  because  conflict  transformation  is  about  mobilising  society  towards  a  stable  peace:  “any  
theory  of  social  stability  needs  to  explain  how  social  change  arises,  as  much  as  any  theory  of  social  
change  needs  to  explain  how  social  stability  is  maintained.”198  By  placing  the  structural  change  in  
the  ability  for  the  grand  discourse  of  human  rights  to  be  internalised,  and  lead  to  relationships    that  
recognises  the  other’s  inherent  dignity,  the  proposed  model  has  the  potential  to  mobilise  change  
towards  sustainable  peace.    
The   proposed   model,   however,   only   has   the   potential   to   contribute   to   the   establishment   of  
sustainable  peace.  It  is  a  conceptual  argument  constructed  in  the  abstract,  and  “if  we  pay  attention  
only  to  meanings,  we  can  end  up  doing  humanistic  cultural  studies,  which  tends  to  interpret  the  
world  as  texts  outside  of  their  social  context.”199  It  is  therefore  important  to  examine  whether  it  is  
viable  to  establish  the  proposed  change  within  peace  operation  settings.       
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Chapter  Three:  Local  Turn  
Implementing  a  Human  Rights  Culture  in  Practice    
  
The  rights  and  interests  of  every  or  any  person  are  only  secure  from  being  disregarded  when  the  person  
interested  is  himself  able,  and  habitually  disposed,  to  stand  up  for  them.    
-­‐   J.S.  Mill  Considerations  on  Representative  Government  200    
Commentators  note  that  the  field  of  peace  operations  has  experienced  a   ‘local  turn’–  academics,  
the  UN,  and  other  international  organisations  are  “no  longer  focused  on  the  universal  application  
of  Western  causal  knowledge  through  policy  interventions,  but  rather  on  the  effects  of  specific  and  
unique   local   and   organic   processes   at   work   in   societies   themselves.”201   The   UN   explicitly  
acknowledges  this  in  both  the  PBA  and  HIPPO  reports,  stating  that  UN  peace  operations  should  be  
flexible  and  evolving,  informed  by  frequent  analysis  of  the  context  on  the  ground.202    In  order  for  a  
human  rights  culture  to  be  capable  of  enabling  peace,  it  must  be  embedded  in  the  local  context.  To  
contribute  to  sustainable  peace,  the  norms  that  inform  behaviour  (in  this  case  human  rights)  must  
be   exhibited   by   individuals   to   counteract   violent   forms   of   relating.   More   than   this,   failure   to  
consider  the  local  context  when  implementing  a  human  rights  culture  would  be  inconsistent  with  
the   core   ideals   of   human   rights.   To   recognise   the   inherent   dignity   of   individuals   their   beliefs,  
identifies  and  agency  must  be  acknowledged  and  engaged.    
In  this  thesis  I  am  specifically  concerned  with  UN  peace  operations  in  conflict  settings.  Conflicts,  
however,   involve   a   range   of   complex   and   intersecting   local   and   organic   processes.   Each   peace  
operation  requires  careful  analysis  of  the  unique  environment  in  which  it  operates.  While  a  case-­‐
by-­‐case  engagement  with  the  situation  at  hand  is  essential  to  ensure  the  mission  adapts  in  response  
to  the  evolving  situation,  critical  assessment  can  also  occur  prior  to  engagement  in  order  to  pave  
the  way  for  a  more  open  and  fruitful  interactions.  In  part,  this  would  involve  identifying  the  proper  
local   organic   processes   and   audiences   that   a   specific   initiative   (in   this   case   human   rights  
implementation)   should   target.   Further,   this   assessment   can   also   include   an   assessment   of   the  
viability   of   specific   initiatives   to   bring   about   social   change.  As   Jasper   notes:   “analysis   in   social-­‐
movement  studies  has  frequently  suffered  from  a  kind  of  idealism,  as  if  well-­‐formulated  ideas  are  
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promulgated  and   suddenly   inspire  people   to  action.”203  While   identifying  a  desired  end-­‐point   is  
essential  for  undertaking  implementation,  it  by  no  means  guarantees  that  action  directed  towards  
a  desired  outcome  will  produce  the  intended  result.    
Building   on   the   previous   chapter  which   focused   on   presenting   a   conceptual  model   that   linked  
human  rights  to  the  realisation  of  peace,  this  chapter  will  focus  on  the  more  difficult  –  and  pressing  
–   question   of  whether   it   is   feasible   for   this   culture   to   be   implemented  within   Peace  Operation  
environments.  That  is,  in  light  of  histories  and  practices  within  the  context  of  conflict  situations,  is  
it  viable  for  a  human  rights  culture  to  take  root?  Key  to  my  proposed  model  of  a  peace  enabling  
human  rights  culture  is  the  belief  in  the  universality  of  human  dignity  in  a  manner  that  produces  
peaceful  every  day  relations.  Everyone,  and  especially  ordinary  people,  should  be  considered  the  
appropriate  audience  for  human  rights  implementation.  Within  the  local  turn,  ‘the  local’  has  been  
given  a  range  of  meanings.204  Past  international  efforts  have  tended  to  focus  on  local  actors  who  are  
viewed  as  protagonists,  or  those  who  bear  arms,  instead  of  everyday  individuals.  205  The  HIPPO  and  
PBA  reports  identify  that  proper  local  engagement  must  include  all  members  of  society  in  order  to  
produce  sustainable  peace,  and   that   this  engagement  must  go  beyond  consultation   to   recognise  
their  role  as  key  drivers  of  change.  206      
An  exploration  of  the  appropriate  audience  for  human  rights  implementation  should  not  stop  with  
the  rather  obvious  claim  that  the  appropriate  target  is  the  local  population.  There  must  be  a  critical  
assessment  of  whether  actions  undertaken  in  human  rights  implementation  are  producing  change  
within  the  social  contexts  that  are  identified  as  key  contributors  to  the  conflict.207  It  is  important  to  
stress  that  implementation  is  not  a  neutral  exercise:  all  interventions  impact  the  political  and  social  
context  within  the  host  state  in  some  form,  and  the  relevant  questions  are  where  and  how  actions  
are   having   an   impact,   and   whether   they   are   producing   positive   changes   towards   achieving  
sustainable  peace.  If  an  understanding  of  the  relationship  between  the  stated  aims  of  interventions  
–  such  as  human  rights  implementation,  and  the  specific  context  it  targets  –  is  missing,  then  there  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
203  Jasper  (n  46)  292.  
204  Hanna  Leonardsson  and  Gustav  Rudd,  ‘The  “local  Turn”  in  Peacebuilding:  A  Literature  Review  of  Effective  and  
Emancipatory  Local  Peacebuilding’  (2015)  36  Third  World  Quarterly  825.  
205  Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  (n  35).  
206    Advisory  Group  of  Experts  on  the  Review  of  the  Peacebuilding  Architecture  (n  35).  
207  Hamber  and  others  (n  47)  5.  
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is  a  potential  for  actions  to  reinforce  the  status  quo  or  worsen  divisions.208  Thus,  in  this  chapter,  I  
am   concerned  with   identifying   the   barriers   that   peace   operations   in   conflict   settings  may   face  
towards  implementing  a  peace  enabling  human  right  culture.    
This  chapter  will  mirror  the  previous  one,  looking  at  the  dimensions  of  conflict  transformation  that  
human  rights  implementation  should  target.  Using  the  model  proposed  for  a  human  rights  culture  
capable   of   assisting   peace,   each   section   will   look   at   considerations   that   have   a   bearing   on  
implementing   transformation   in   the   personal,   relational,   and   structural   dimensions.   The   first  
section,  focused  on  the  personal  dimension,  will  discuss  considerations  for  fostering  a  belief  in  the  
concept  of  human  dignity.  Reiterating  that  a  belief  in  human  dignity  requires  identification  with  
the  group  of  humanity,  and  the  belief  that  certain  entitlements  flow  from  that  membership,  the  
section  will  focus  on  potential  socio-­‐psychological  barriers  to  the  internalisation  of  this  belief.    
This  will  be  followed  by  an  identification  that  peace,  when  it  comes  down  to  it,  is  about  changing  
how  people  relate  and  communicate.  In  the  proposed  model,  human  rights  has  the  potential  to  aid  
the  establishment  of  peace  by  first,  encouraging  equal  relations  through  a  collective  identity  and,  
second,  providing  a  language  through  which  grievances  could  be  raised  in  a  non-­‐violent  manner.  
Given  conflicts  often  sediment  group  divisions,  establishing  a  collective  identity  could  be  difficult  
in  practice.  Even  if  this  could  be  achieved,  however,  studies  have  shown  that  collective  identities  
might   impede   mobility   towards   structural   change.   Non-­‐violent   relations   do   not   necessarily  
constitute  equal  relations  and  if  structural  inequalities,  which  often  are  root  causes  of  conflict,  do  
not  have  a  means  of  redress,   the  promotion  of  human  rights  may  only  act  as  a  Band-­‐Aid  to  the  
reoccurrence  of  violence.    
It   is   important,   however,   that   these   personal   and   relational   considerations   are   not   treated   as  
grounds   for   absolving   international   actors  of   critically   assessing   their   own  actions.   Some  critics  
have   expressed   scepticism   about   the   local   turn,   noting   that   grounding   the   success   of   peace  
operations  primarily  within   local   contexts   allows   for  Western   actors   to   avoid   accountability   for  
unwanted  outcomes  in  peace  operations.209  The  failure  to  implement  peace  can  be  too  easily  placed  
at  the  feet  of  the  local  population.  It  is  important  that  implementers  reflexively  examine  their  own  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
208  For  example,  Hamber  found  that  programs  in  South  Africa  aimed  at  empowering  women  potentially  exposed  them  
to  greater  domestic  violence;  Brandon  Hamber,  ‘Masculinity  and  Transition:  Crisis  or  Confusion  in  South  Africa?’  (2010)  
5  Journal  of  Peacebuilding  &  Development  75.  
209  Chandler  (n  41).  
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practices  with  particular  attention  given  to  how  they  communicate  human  rights.  The  way  human  
rights   are   presented   to   the   local   population   contributes   significantly   to   any   subsequent  
(mis)understanding  of  the  idea  they  may  hold.  Building  on  previously  advanced  points,  reliance  on  
central   institutions,   or   the   presentation   of   rights   as   primarily   (legal)   claims   can   obfuscate   core  
elements  of  human  rights.  Further,  the  very  idea  of  human  rights  might  act  as  a  structural  obstacle  
to  implementation.  Specifically,  human  rights  are  based  on  a  specific  ontological  premise  that  could  
impede  both  the  resonance  and  articulation  of  the  concept.  
1.   Turning  Humans  
Within  the  model  proposed  in  the  previous  chapter,  the  change  that  human  rights  culture  aims  to  
bring  about  in  the  personal  dimension  is  a  belief  in  human  dignity.  More  than  this,  in  order  for  it  
to   propel   social   change   towards   peace,   the  moral   conviction  must   be   absolute.   This   requires   a  
change  in  personal  identity,  producing  individuals  who  identify  as  belonging  to  ‘humanity’  and  the  
fostering   of   a   strong   conviction   around   what   entitlements   membership   to   that   group   entails.  
Drawing  on  research  around  the  impact  of  dehumanisation  and  system  justification  theory,  the  first  
set  of  considerations  I  highlight  are  around  the  barriers  for  the  subjective  resonance  of  the  concept  
of   human  dignity.   Individuals   in  peace  operation   settings  have   experienced   years   of   intractable  
conflict,  at  times  it  has  been  the  norm  their  whole  lives.  As  part  of  this,  many  have  been  subject  to  
degrading  and  dehumanising   treatment.   It   is   important   to  ask  how   this  experience   impacts   the  
resonance  of  a  concept,  such  as  human  dignity,  that  we  may  take  for  granted.    
  “Modern  warfare  is  concerned  not  only  to  destroy  life,  but  also  ways  of  life.  It  targets  social  and  
cultural   institutions  and  deliberately  aims  to  undermine  the  means  whereby  people  endure  and  
recover  from  the  suffering  of  war.”210  A  key  feature  of  intractable  conflict  is  that  they  are  ongoing  
and  insidious  –  for  those  living  in  the  environments  conflict  permeates  through  their  day-­‐to-­‐day  
lives.   Coupled   with   exposure   to   discourses   and   external   experience   that   can   reinforce  
discrimination  and  group  stratification,  potentially  maladaptive  subjective  perceptions,  behaviours,  
beliefs,   and   emotions   can   become   sedimented   as   a   result   of   repeated   exposure   to   high-­‐stress  
situations.211  Even  if  a  belief  in  human  dignity  may  be  desirable  to  bring  about  peace  and  equality,  
the  content  of  the  concept  might  run  against  everything  a  person  has  experienced,  or  it  may  require  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
210  Patrick  J  Bracken  and  Celia  Petty,  ‘Rethinking  the  Trauma  of  War’  (1998)  3.  
211  Gross,  Halperin  and  Porat  (n  69).  
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individuals  to  abandon  coping  mechanisms  developed  in  response  to  dehumanising  and  oppressive  
experiences.   It   is  both   fallacious  and  unreasonable   to  expect   someone,   in   these  cases,   to   simply  
embrace   the   idea   of   human   dignity,   both   with   respect   to   themselves   and   also   with   other   and  
potentially   hostile   people.   Further   a   peace   enabling   human   rights   culture   requires   more   than  
acceptance  of   the   concept;   it   requires   a  belief   in  human  dignity   to  become  a  moral   conviction,  
indeed  even  an  ethos.  In  light  of  this,  it  is  important  that  implementers  are  conscious  and  sensitive  
to   potential   subjective   barriers   to  human  dignity,   as   a   concept,   resonating  within   the  minds   of  
individuals.    
It  is  not  my  aim  to  provide  an  exhaustive  list  of  contextual  considerations  which  may  have  a  bearing  
upon   bringing   about   change   in   the   personal   dimension   but,   I   do   wish   to   highlight   two  
considerations.  Referring  back  to  the  previous  chapter,  a  belief  in  human  dignity  first  requires  self-­‐
identification   with   the   common   group   of   ‘humanity’   and,   further,   that   this   leads   to   certain  
entitlements.  The   first  barrier   I   identify   is   the  potential   impacts  of  being  dehumanised  on  one’s  
identity,  which  could  impact  an  individual’s  self-­‐identification  with  ‘humanity’.  The  second  barrier  
is  informed  by  system  justification  theory  which  advances  the  position  that  individuals  can  justify  
existing  unequal  structures,  particularly  in  times  of  uncertainty.  This  tendency,  in  turn,  undermines  
a  belief  in  entitlements  derived  from  the  concept  of  human  dignity.      
Identity  is  built  in  interaction,  and  if  a  person  has  been  subject  to  dehumanising  relations  there  is  
a   potential   that   a   sub-­‐human   identity   is   internalised.  While   this  may   not   occur   in   all   conflict  
situations,  human  rights  implementers  may  be  required  to  find  contextual  mechanisms  to  address  
negative  self-­‐perceptions  before  the  concept  of  human  dignity  can  take  root.  There  is  a  tendency  in  
human  rights  literature  –  and  human  rights  legislation  in  particular  –  to  view  identity  as  something  
that   is   fixed   attracting   protection   through   substantive   rights.212   While   protection   of   certain  
identities  is  important  and  necessary,  identities  are  fluid  states  of  understanding  one’s  position  in  
the  world  and  such  an  understanding  is  influenced  by  individual  experiences.  Influenced  by  Pierre  
Bourdieu’s  work,   Jacqueline  Mowbray   addresses   the   treatment   of   identity  within   human   rights  
literature  by  arguing  that   there   is  a   fundamental  misunderstanding  of  our  ability   to  consciously  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
212  For  example,  UN  General  Assembly,  ‘Convention  on  the  Rights  of  the  Child’  (1989)  United  Nations,  Treaty  Series,  
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access  our  identity.213  Her  overall  position  is  that  identity  acts  as  a  sub-­‐conscious  given,  and  their  
self-­‐evident  nature  makes  them  difficult  to  grasp.  Our  identity  is  built  (and  changed)  through  our  
interaction  with  the  social  world  and  the  identity  beliefs  developed  through  this  process  “shape  and  
constrain   individual’s   ideas   about   possible   identities   and   the   appropriateness   or   otherwise   of  
creating  new  identities  for  themselves.”214    
When   this   is   combined   which   socio-­‐psychological   studies   that   show   individuals   subject   to  
dehumanising   treatment   can   subconsciously   internalise   this   sub-­‐human   status,   it   potentially  
creates  a  problem  for  bringing  about  a  belief  in  human  dignity.  Studies  indicate  that  “exposure  to  
dehumanizing  societal  attitudes  can  promote  self-­‐dehumanization,  and  self-­‐dehumanization  may  
impede   efforts   to   change   dehumanizing   social   attitudes   and   systems.”215   This   risk   is   further  
heightened   where   there   are   intersecting   dehumanised   identities.216   The   internalisation   of   this  
position   could   impede   individuals   adopting   human   dignity   as   their   experiences   may   limit   the  
‘appropriateness  or  otherwise’  of  adopting  it  as  a  new  identity.        
A  second,  and  related  point,  is  that  individuals  may  not  demand  the  equal  treatment  that  a  belief  
in  human  dignity  grounds  as  they  are  motivated  to  justify  existing,  objectively  unequal,  structures.  
System   justification   theory   advances   the   idea   that   individuals   often   justify   existing   power  
imbalances  to  avoid  uncertainty  and  potential  backlash.  For  human  dignity  to  be  accepted  as  an  
absolute  concept  it  must  be  grounded  in  a  belief  in  universal  equality  and,  where  this  is  not  reflected  
in   society,   drive   demands   for   social   change.   If   individuals   are   prone   to   justify   unequal   power  
structures,   or   perceive   them   as   fair,   this   aspect   of   human   dignity   that   holds   the   potential   to  
establish  peace  may  not  be  internalised.    
While  it  makes  sense  for  those  in  positions  of  relative  power  to  be  motivated  to  sustain  existing  
structures,   studies   have   shown   that   system   justification   is   also   (and   sometimes   more   readily)  
undertaken   by   disadvantaged   groups.   Some   studies   have   argued   that   justifying   the   existing  
structure  acts  to  supress  discomfort  arising  from  inequality,217  while  others  posit  that  it  is  utilised  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
213  Jacqueline  Mowbray,  ‘Autonomy,  Identity  and  Self-­‐Knowledge:  A  New  “Solution”  to  the  Liberal-­‐Communitarian  
Debate’  in  D  Kinley,  W  Sadurski  and  K  Walton  (eds),  Human  Rights :  Old  Problems,  New  Possibilities  (Edward  Elgar  
Publishing  2014).  
214  Mowbray  (n  213)  210.  
215  Bonnie  Moradi,  ‘Discrimination,  Objectification,  and  Dehumanization:  Toward  a  Pantheoretical  Framework’,  
Objectification  and  (De)Humanization  (Springer,  New  York,  NY  2013)  174.  
216  Moradi  (n  215)  164.  
217  Nikhil  K  Sengupta  and  others,  ‘The  Sigh  of  the  Oppressed:  The  Palliative  Effects  of  Ideology  Are  Stronger  for  People  
Living  in  Highly  Unequal  Neighbourhoods’  (2017)  56  British  Journal  of  Social  Psychology  437.  
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to  avoid  anxiety  arising  from  the  uncertain  condition  that  would  be  produced  by  change.218  Indeed  
this   argument   that   system   justification   is   employed   to   make   an   undesirable   situation   more  
palatable   is   reinforced  by   correlations  between   the   justification  by  disadvantaged   individuals  of  
structures  that  they  feel  dependent  upon,  or  feel  are  unlikely  to  change.219  Applicable  to  many  post  
conflict  situations,  system  justification  tendencies  have  been  also  linked  to  historical  negation  by  
disadvantaged   groups.220   These   beliefs   operate   sub-­‐consciously   and   can   actively   influence  
perceptions  about  the  fairness  of  the  existing  system,  even  acting  to  reduce  support  for  measures  
that  might  lead  to  social  change  towards  equality.221  
As  I’ve  stated  many  times,  conflict  situations  are  complex  and  extremely  uncertain  –  individuals  
within   these   environments   are   subject   to   a   great   deal   of   instability.   In   light   of   this,   system  
justification  tendencies  may  be  directed  towards  structural  inequalities  viewed  as  relatively  stable  
such  as  attitudes  towards  gender  and  sexual  orientation.  The  concept  of  human  dignity  is  premised  
on  a  belief  that  ones’  human  status  generates  certain  entitlements.  However,  the  salience  of  this  
demand   for   equal   treatment   may   be   difficult   to   foster   in   individuals   possessing   intersecting  
dehumanised  identities.  If  they  have  not  internalised  experiences  of  discriminating  treatment  as  
part   of   their   identity,   they   may   still   be   compelled   to   justify   existing   structures   as   a   coping  
mechanism.    
These   are   just   two   examples   of   the   ways   in   which   the   experience   of   conflict,   which   includes  
dehumanising  and  discriminating  treatment,  can  impact  the  impact  self-­‐identification  with  human  
dignity   as   a   concept.   A   central   element   of   human   rights   is   a   belief   in   human   dignity,   this   is  
internalised,   and   made   operational,   "by   revealing   to   community   members   certain   facts   about  
themselves  that  they  had  not  known  before:  that  they  share  a  “common  humanity”  with  everyone  
else;  that  by  virtue  of  this  common  humanity  they  possess  certain  rights,  which  also  entail  certain  
duties;  and,  finally,  because  they  possess  human  rights  like  everyone  else,  they  are  essentially  equal  
and  are  entitled  to  a  kind  of  dignity  and  respect  that  is  derived  from  this  simple  –  but  profound  –  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
218  Sengupta  and  others  (n  217).  
219  Rui  Costa-­‐Lopes  and  others,  ‘Social  Psychological  Perspectives  on  the  Legitimation  of  Social  Inequality:  Past,  Present  
and  Future’  (2013)  43  European  Journal  of  Social  Psychology  229,  232.  
220  Historical  negation  is  where  the  relevance  of  colonial  injustices  are  denied  relevance  to  existing  inequalities:  Danny  
Osborne,  Kumar  Yogeeswaran  and  Chris  G  Sibley,  ‘Culture-­‐Specific  Ideologies  Undermine  Collective  Action  Support:  
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221  John  T  Jost  and  others,  ‘Why  Men  (and  Women)  Do  and  Don’t  Rebel:  Effects  of  System  Justification  on  Willingness  
to  Protest’  (2012)  38  Personality  and  Social  Psychology  Bulletin  197.  
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fact   of   human   equality.”222      Our   identity   is   possibly   the   most   fundamental   of   our   cognitive  
structures.223  Who  we  believe  we  are  impacts  perceptions,  emotions,  dispositions,  and  actions  in  
our  day-­‐to-­‐day  lives.  In  other  words,  the  identity  that  a  person  possesses  can  impact  whether  they  
act  to  enhance,  or  undermine,  peace.  If  an  identification  with  the  idea  of  human  dignity  cannot  be  
brought  about  in  the  minds  of  individuals  then  the  idea  of  human  rights  will  not  only  fail  to  make  
sense,  but  human  rights  as  an  idea  won’t  have  the  potential  to  establish  peace  within  society.      
2.   Turning  to  the  Other    
Under  the  proposed  model  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture,  a  belief   in  human  dignity  
grounded  change  in  the  relational  dimension.  Bringing  about  change  in  the  relational  dimension  is  
particularly  important  for  achieving  sustainable  peace  because  conflicts  are,  by  their  very  nature,  a  
deterioration   of   social   relations.   Peace   is  made   through   relational   transformations.   Referencing  
Forst’s  basic  right  to   justification,  the  proposed  change   in  the  relational  dimension  had  two  key  
components.  First,  human  rights  promote  peaceful   relations  by  encouraging   individuals   to   treat  
others  as  equals.  Conflict  settings  embed  social  divisions  impeding  the  extension  of  equal  treatment  
to  out-­‐group  members.  Second,  human  rights  can  bring  about  change  in  the  relational  dimension  
by  providing  a  non-­‐violent  method  through  which  to  advance  claims  for  equality.  Again,  for  these  
claims  to  be  recognised  there  must  be  a  shared  belief   in  equality.  To  add  further  complications,  
studies  in  peace  psychology  indicate  that  common  identities  (including  those  advanced  by  human  
rights)  have  the  potential,  in  practice,  to  hamper  mobilisation  towards  change,  especially  among  
disadvantaged  groups.   In  other  words,  while  human  rights  may   reduce  violence  by  advancing  a  
common   identity,   it   can   also   potentially   act   to   mask   social   inequalities   and   counter   group  
identification  which  mobilises  demands  for  social  change.224    
It  is  increasingly  understood  that  the  decisions  and  behaviours  exhibited  by  individuals  within  a  
conflict  situation  are  closely  connected  with  their  group  identification.225  With  many  conflict  lines  
drawn  across   identity  boundaries   (or,   acting   to   form   identity  boundaries)   an   individual’s   group  
identification   acts   to   frame   interpretations  of,   and  produces  behaviours   in   response   to,   conflict  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
222  Goodale  (n  182)  142.  
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events.226  This  is  particularly  relevant  to  the  instillation  of  human  rights  as  universal  principles  as  
in-­‐group   and   out-­‐group   identification   is   closely   linked   with   what   individuals   perceive   as  
permissible  acts  towards  another.  Exclusion  towards,  or  aggression  towards,  out-­‐group  members  
might   not   only   be   justified   but   celebrated.227   The   extension   of   equal   treatment   to   out-­‐group  
members  may,   thus,   seem  abhorrent.  Muldoon  expands  on   this   stating:   “Human  rights  and   the  
upholding  of  these  rights  irrespective  of  context  are  often  an  important  principle  for  psychologists,  
policy  makers  and  peace  brokers.  However,   for  members  of  war  affected  groups  who  tend  to  be  
disproportionately  economically  disadvantaged  and  who  oftentimes  encounter  grievous  and  daily  
violations  of  their  own,  family  and  community  members’  rights,  insisting  on  a  need  for  their  moral  
behaviour  is  likely  to  add  insult  to  injury.”228    
There  has  been  promising  signs,  however,  that  promoting  a  collective  identity  can  counter  these  
frames  and  thought-­‐feeling  processes  which  lead  to  violent  and  non-­‐cooperative  relations  with  out-­‐
group   members.   Studies   that   have   facilitated   positive   inter-­‐group   contact,   or   have   asked  
participants   to   reflect   on   the   commonality   between   the   in-­‐group   and   out-­‐group,   have  
demonstrated   that   feelings   of   membership   to   a   shared   identity   act   to   increase   constructive  
engagement  and  reduce  feelings  of  hostility.229  Indeed,  this  is  the  basis  upon  which  I  proposed  that  
human  dignity,  as  a  concept  that  builds  a  collective  identity,  holds  the  potential  to  enhance  the  
establishment  of  peace.    
The  common  identity  that  is  promoted  by  human  dignity  provides  the  why  for  equal  treatment,  but  
the  change  that  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  aims  to  bring  about  also  speaks  to  how  that  
belief  translates  into  the  way  in  which  people  relate.  Under  the  model  advanced,  it  aims  to  replace  
violent  forms  of  relating  with  the  utilisation  of  human  rights  language  to  make  claims  for  social  
change.  Personal  mobilisation  towards  challenging  inequalities  may,  however,  be  hampered  by  the  
promotion  of   a   collective   identity.  While   a   common   identity  helps   to   increase   cooperation   and  
reduce   hostility,   by   promoting   the   idea   of   equality   it   can   also   act   to  mask   existing   power   and  
resource  disparities.  This  impact  is  felt  by  both  advantaged  and  disadvantaged  groups,  with  studies  
showing   that   focusing  on   common  aspects  between  groups   can   reduce   appraisals   of   inequality,  
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disadvantage  and  need  for  social  change.  230    These  findings  are  supported  by  the  body  of  work  that  
show  group  identification,  and  the  feeling  of  injustice  towards  their  group,  are  key  factors  in  the  
mobilisation  towards  demands  of  equal  treatment.231  The  goal  of  a  human  rights  culture  isn’t  just  
to  make  people  feel  they  are  equal,  but  to  ensure  people  are  treated  in  an  equal  fashion,  and  can  
demand  equal  treatment  when  it   is   lacking.  If  the  promotion  of  a  common  identity  through  the  
concept   of   human   dignity   acts   to   undermine   calls   for   social   change   then   it  may  merely   act   to  
reinforce  the  status  quo.    
A  common  identity  is  essential  to  ground  the  idea  of  human  dignity  and  give  sense  to  treating  out-­‐
group  members  equally.  Without  a  common  identity,  and  respect  for  the  other,  it  would  be  difficult  
to  repair  the  deep  divisions  caused  by  years  of  conflict.  However,  the  creation  of  a  society  not  only  
requires   cooperation  but   addressing   root   causes   of   conflict,   and  mechanisms   through  which   to  
address   past   and   future   grievances.   If   the   promotion   of   a   collective   identity   acts   to   impede  
mobilisation   towards   the   creation   of   an   equal   society   then   root   causes  may   not   be   addressed.  
Further,  if  human  rights  as  an  idea  constitutes  the  basis  of  this  collective  identity  then  it  is  unlikely  
to  be  utilised  as  a  non-­‐violent  mechanism  through  which  to  make  grievance  claims.  It  cannot  act  
to  both  sedate  and  animate.  This  is  merely  conjecture,  and  the  actual  impacts  of  human  rights  as  
an  idea  on  collective  identity  and  social  mobility  will  have  to  be  measured  contextually.  However,  
the   caution  here   is   that   human   rights   consistent   beliefs  may  not   always   produce  human   rights  
consistent  outcomes  and  the  internalisation  of  a  part  of  human  rights  understanding  may,  in  some  
cases,  lead  to  another  element  being  undermined  in  practice.  Contextual  inquiry  not  only  looks  to  
whether  human   rights   as   an   idea   can  be   internalised,   but  whether   that   internalisation   leads   to  
desired  relational  and  structural  outcomes.    
3.   The  Implementers’  Turn    
In  the  model  proposed,  I  argued  that  the  appropriate  structural  aim  of  a  peace  enabling  human  
rights  culture  is  to  produce  users  of  human  rights  who  (re)enforce  human  rights  understandings  in  
their  day-­‐to-­‐day  lives.  The  capacity  for  human  rights  to  contribute  to  the  establishment  of  peace  
relies  on  the  adoption  of  human  rights  understandings,  across  society,  in  a  way  that  leads  to  peace.  
Human  rights  as  an  idea  promotes  equal  relations  and  provides  a  language  through  which  to  non-­‐
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violently  articulate  grievances.  It   is  through  the  internalisation  of  this  belief,  across  society,  that  
gives  human  rights  the  potential  to  aid  the  establishment  of  peace.    
Returning  to  Lederach’s  definition  of  the  structural  dimension,  inquiries  in  this  area  are  concerned  
with  ‘causes,  patterns,  and  discourses’  that  constitute  social  structures  and  examine  how  these  are  
‘built,  sustained,  and  changed.’232  Human  rights  implementation  is  undertaken  with  the  very  aim  
of  creating  changes  across  society  that  lead  to  the  realisation  of  human  rights.  In  this  sense,  the  
human  rights  initiatives  that  the  UN  (and  other  international  organisations)  undertake  constitute  
the  very  acts,  patterns,  and  discourses  that  build,  change  and  help  sustain  a  human  rights  structure,  
at  least  in  the  early  stages  of  peace  operations.  Therefore,  in  undertaking  potential  barriers  to  the  
implementation   of   a   peace   enabling   human   rights   culture,   the   appropriate   structural  
considerations  are  the  actions  of  implementers  in  their  engagement  with  the  local  population.    
While  the  local  turn  in  peace  operations  has  brought  a  positive  change  towards  acknowledging  the  
importance   of   engagement   with   local   populations,   there   is   still   little   reflexivity   about   the   role  
international  actors  plays  in  this  exchange.  As  Paffenholz  identifies:  “For  more  than  a  decade  all  
major  bilateral  and  multilateral  Western  donor  agencies  and  international  organisations  have  had  
a  policy  to  support  local  actors.  All  major  peacebuilding  policy  documents  state  the  need  to  support  
local  peace  builders….  How  this  support   is  given,  however,  and  what  the  consequences   for   local  
agency  are,  is  rarely  addresses  in  conceptual  essays  about  the  local  turn.”233    
The   very   aim   of   cultural   change   is   to   establish   users   of   the   culture.   This   means   that   the  
communicative   acts   of   human   rights   implementation   must   be   understood   and   felt   by   their  
intended   audience.   Within   a   cross-­‐cultural   context   such   as   peace   operations   communication  
should   not   be   seen   as   a   mere   act   of   correspondence,   but   it   requires   the   articulation   of   key  
understandings,   and   corresponding   emotions,   in   a   way   that   produces   a   shared   understanding  
between  the  participants.234  Acknowledging  that  effective  communication  is  a  limitation  that  peace  
operations  currently  face,  the  HIPPO  report  stresses:  “Communicating  strategically  with  the  local  
population,  parties  to  conflict,  regional  and  other  international  actors  and  partners  on  the  ground  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
232  Lederach  (n  48)  32–3.  
233  Thania  Paffenholz,  ‘Unpacking  the  Local  Turn  in  Peacebuilding:  A  Critical  Assessment  towards  an  Agenda  for  Future  
Research’  (2015)  36  Third  World  Quarterly  857,  867.  
234  Rona  Tamiko  Halualani  and  Thomas  K  Nakayama,  ‘Critical  Intercultural  Communication  Studies:  At  a  Crossroads’  in  
Thomas  K  Nakayama  and  Rona  Tamiko  Halualani  (eds),  The  Handbook  of  Critical  Intercultural  Communication  (Wiley-­‐
Blackwell  2010)  7  
<http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com.ezproxy1.library.usyd.edu.au/doi/10.1002/9781444390681.ch1/summary>.  
Chapter  Three:  Local  Turn  |  71  	  
is  a  critical  component  of  an  effective  political  strategy.  This  requires  reaching  out  to  them  with  
messages   that  make   sense   to   them   and   reflect   their   reality.”235  With   both   the   need   for   greater  
reflexivity  in  local  engagement,  and  particular  attention  to  be  given  to  communication,  the  concern  
here  is  on  how  human  rights  are  expressed,  and  what  impact  that  delivery  has  on  the  objectives  of  
bringing  about  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture.      
The  communicative  acts  that  international  actors  use  to  implement  human  rights  constitute  the  
very  cause  for  the  establishment  of  human  rights  structures  within  the  setting,  thus  it  is  extremely  
important   that   implementers   identify   how   their   framing   of   human   rights   could,   itself,   act   as   a  
barrier   to   implementation.  Below   I  will  briefly   recap  how  state-­‐centric   and  predominantly   legal  
framings  of  human  rights  can  impede  key  structural  objectives  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  
culture.  Following  this,  I  propose  that  the  very  ontological  basis  of  universal  inherent  dignity,  while  
grounding  the  potential  for  establishing  peace,  might  also  act  as  a  structural  limitation  within  the  
context   of   peace   operations.   That   is,   by   demanding   such   an   absolute   conviction,   human   rights  
implementation   requires   the   communication   of   an   idea,   taken   for   granted   by   implementers,  
towards  an  audience  who  have  little  phenomenological  basis  for  accepting,  let  alone  developing  a  
conviction  to,  the  concept.    
As  I  continuously  stress,  the  grounding  of  human  rights  as  an  idea  within  the  realm  of  law  or  the  
nation-­‐state  impedes  the  creation  of  users  of  human  rights  culture  within  peace  operation  settings.  
One,  there  is  often  a  lack  of  central  authority  towards  which  legal  claims  can  be  made,  and  a  focus  
that   links  human  rights  as  an   idea  with  a  central  authority  undermines   the  essential  belief   that  
human  rights  transcend  national  boundaries  in  their  importance.    
Second,  law  is  a  culture  in  itself  and  grounding  human  rights  within  a  legal  framework  can  obscure  
the  universal  human  identity  that  is  foundational  for  a  belief  in  human  rights.  For  example,  when  
human  rights  are  presented  in  court,  the  human  rights  identity  (of  being  part  of  ‘humanity’  leading  
to  entitlements)  is  expressed  alongside  the  victim/perpetrator  narrative  embedded  in  legal  practice.  
One  of  the  key  ways  in  which  human  rights  has  the  potential  to  enable  peace  is  by  promoting  a  
collective  identity  that  grounds  an  impetus  to  treat  others  in  recognition  of  their  dignity.  When  
individuals  are  exposed  to  the  idea  of  human  rights  within  in  this  adversarial  setting  it  may  act  to  
obstruct   this   universality.   In   conflict   settings  where   the   prosecution   of   an   individual   often   has  
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representative  significance  for  group  positions,  the  perpetrator  label  may  lead  to  further  divisions,  
impacting  inter-­‐group  cooperation  and  potentially  spurring  further  violence  through  retaliation.236  
Group   identification   with   victimhood   can   also   undermine   the   collective   recognition   of   human  
dignity.  Conflict  situations  are  complex  and  often  involve  fighting  between  multiple  groups  who  
have  both  committed  and  experienced  violence;  in  peace  operation  settings,  being  labelled  a  victim  
group   can   give   advantages   both   politically   (e.g.   support   from   international   actors)237   and  
psychologically  (justification  for  past  actions).238  This  can  lead  groups  to  compete  for  victim  status  
and   framing   other   groups   as   perpetrators,   leading   to   greater   social   stratification.   Studies   have  
shown  that  this  competition  for  victimhood  status  is  increased  in  situations  involving  a  third  party  
arbitrary.   Presenting   human   rights   as   claims,   and   particularly   legal   claims,  may   undermine   the  
collective  identity  it  promotes  and  further  impede  peaceful  relations.  Instead  of  promoting  human  
rights  as  a  universal   idea  that   is  applicable  in  every  day  relations  with  others,  the  danger  is  that  
human  rights  become  a  means  through  which  a  different,  but  still  stratifying,  identity  is  based.  
There  are  grounds   for   this  concern  within  current  practice.  While   the  UN  acknowledged   in   the  
HIPPO  and  PBA  reports  the   importance  of   focusing  on  grass-­‐root  change,   the  reports  articulate  
how  peace  operations  should  be  changed.  In  practice,  bringing  about  this  local  prioritisation  will  
require  countering  decades  of  prioritising  institutional  and  legislative  reforms.  While  both  reports  
stress  the  importance  of  human  rights  for  achieving  peace,  where  they  do  outline  concrete  actions  
for  human  rights  implementation,  they  either  aren’t  aimed  at  fostering  local  users  of  human  rights  
or   they   focus  on   the  denotive  power  of   rights.  For  example,   the  HIPPO  report   talks  extensively  
about  the  centrality  of  empowering  individual  ownership  over  the  peace  process.  Despite  this,  the  
majority   of   their   recommendations   around   human   rights   are   focused   on   improving   the   UN’s  
internal   capabilities   around   monitoring,   investigating   and   reporting.239   The   report   also  
recommended  for  greater  integration  of  human  rights  into  law  reforms  and  addressing  violations  
of  human  rights  by  UN  officials.240  Despite  the  report’s  insistence  on  a  field  focused  and  people-­‐
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centred   approach,   this   view   is   not   reflected   in   its   discussions   around   human   rights   in   peace  
operations.    
In  contrast,  the  PBA  does  take  a  more  field-­‐focused  approach  to  human  rights,  talking  about  the  
importance  of  addressing  past  human  rights  abuses   in  order   to  address   root  causes  of  violence.  
Further,   they   leave   open   the   possibility   for   human   rights   claims   to   be   addressed   through   local  
mechanisms   such   as   truth   and   reconciliation   commissions.  While  not   relying  on   the   state,   this  
focus   in   the  PBA   still   sees   human   rights   primarily   as   claims   through  which  determinations   are  
made.   While   truth   and   reconciliation   commissions   may   not   prosecute   individuals,   they   still  
represent  a  third-­‐party  determination  of  who  perpetrators  and  victims  are  and  is  thus,  primarily  
concerned  with  the  denotative  use  of  human  rights.    
In  discussing  the  importance  of  the  cultural  approach  of  HRUF  a  UN  official,  Andrew  Gilmour,241  
expressed   that   a   cultural   approach   to   rights   expresses   “a   push   for   greater   ownership   and  
understanding  of  human  rights  principles  among  ordinary  people”  so  that  “respect  for  ‘the  other’  
and   for   the   diversity   of   ideas,   opinions,   cultures,   and   religions…[become]   a   part   of   our   daily  
living.”242  A  close  conceptual  link  between  human  rights  and  the  state,  or  human  rights  and  law,  is  
not  necessarily   required   to   create   this   cultural  disposition  –   in   communicating   the   idea,   such  a  
connection  may,  in  fact,  undermine  the  universality  and  banality  that  allows  for  human  rights  to  
be  expressed  in  day-­‐to-­‐day  relations.  Ultimately  the  aim  of  human  rights  implementation  in  peace  
operations  should  be  to  foster    “social  actors  [who]  no  longer  acknowledge  the  importance,  or  even  
the   existence,   of   classical   liberal-­‐legal   institutions   like   the   United   Nations   because   the   idea   of  
human  rights  has  become  indistinguishable  from  the  idea  of  personhood  itself.”243  To  achieve  this,  
however,  will  require  implementers  to  abandon  past  beliefs  about  how  peace  is  established,  and  
how  human  rights  are  best   secured.  That   is,   it   requires  a   change  by   implementers  of   their  own  
cultural  beliefs  and  dispositions.    
Given   the   endorsement  of   bottom-­‐up   approaches  within   the  UN’s   reports,   and   the   targeting  of  
cultural   change   within   HRUF,   there   are   promising   signs   that   the   focus   of   human   rights  
implementation  (at   least   in  the  UN)  can  be  shifted.  However,  even  if   this  shift  can  be  achieved,  
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human  rights  (as  an  idea)  might  itself  constitute  a  structural  barrier  to  implementation  in  conflict  
settings.   In   the   model   of   a   peace   enabling   human   rights   culture   proposed,   I   argued   that   the  
internalisation   of   human   rights   as   a   universal   and   taken-­‐for-­‐granted   idea   extinguishes   the  
possibility  of  acting  in  contravention  to  it.  Committing  a  human  rights  violations,  literally,  becomes  
unimaginable.  This  is  the  belief  that  not  only  has  the  potential  to  enable  sustainable  peace,  but  has  
to  be  adequately  communicated  by  implementers.  Communicating  this  may,  however,  be  rather  
difficult  in  practice.    
Human  rights,  as  an  idea,  has  particular  characteristics  embedded  in  a  particular  ontology.  This  is  
best  exhibited  in  its  universality:    
The  ontological  universality  that  is  expressed  in  the  UDHR  cannot,  as  a  matter  of  theory  –  and  theory  
is  important  here  –  tolerate  diversity;  it  is  not  possible  within  the  universal  human  rights  framework  
for  the  right  to  life,  say,  to  “exist”  for  a  certain  group  of  human  being  in  one  place,  but  not  to  exist  for  
another  group  somewhere  else.  Universal  human  rights  are  homogenous  in  this  sense:  because  they  
are   entitled  by   a   common  human  nature,   and   are   thus   embedded   in   every  human  being,   they   are  
common  to  every  human  being.  In  a  very  literal  (i.e.  etymological)  sense,  human  rights  are  formally  
homogenous.244  
Human   rights   actively   demands   the   objectification   of   social   contexts;   rights   are   to   be   applied  
universally  irrespective  of  race,  sex,  age,  location  or  time.  Social  contexts  are  objectified  in  the  sense  
that  they  become  objects  for  the  application  of  rights  principles,  but  they  are  not  permitted  ‘speak  
back.’   Human   rights   can   impact   how   a   social   context   is   defined,   but   under   the   ontological  
assumption  of  human  rights,  social  contexts  cannot,  themselves,   impact  the  definition  of  rights.    
This  is  not  intended  as  a  cultural  relativist  critique;  my  aim  is  not  to  advance  a  value  judgement  
about  the  universality  of  human  rights  as  an  idea.  In  fact,  instilling  this  universal  belief  is,  arguably,  
what  gives  human  rights  the  potential  to  enable  peace  within  society.  This  ontological  basis  does,  
however,  challenge  effective  communication  in  at  least  two  ways.    
First,  we  recall  that  effective  communication  “requires  reaching  out  to  [the  local  population]  with  
messages  that  make  sense  to  them  and  reflect  their  reality.”245  Human  rights  ideas  are  often  not  
reflected  in  the  realities  of  conflict  and,  and  as  argued  in  the  previous  two  sections,  they  may  not  
make  much  sense  to  the  local  population  either.  Even  if  human  rights  are  True,  they  will  not  aid  
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the  constitution  of  sustainable  peace  if  they  are  not  internalised  and,  more  than  this,  internalised  
across   the  whole   of   society.   It   is   not   only   the   scale,   but   the   depth   of   acceptance   required   that  
produces  difficulties.  As  HRUF  showed,  for  someone  to  be  an  active  participant  in  a  human  rights  
culture   they  must  not  only  believe   in  human  rights,  but  believe  human  rights   to  be  salient  and  
applicable  in  an  ongoing  fashion.  In  other  words,  human  rights  implementation  requires  instilling  
absolute  beliefs,  about  something  as  core  as  identity,  reflected  in  everyday  relations,  across  society  
in  environments  which  do  not  reflect  the  universal  ideals  of  human  rights.  This  is  a  difficult  feat  to  
say  the  least.    
If   this  was  not  enough  of  a  barrier,   from  the  other  side,  human  rights   implementers  are  already  
participants  in  a  human  rights  culture;  they  have  internalised  the  ontological  position  of  human  
rights.   Presumably,   an   absolute  moral   conviction   in   the   idea   is   precisely  what   propels   them   to  
undertake   implementation   in   the   first   place.   Fisher-­‐Yoshida   states   that   “transforming   our  
communication  so  that  we  transform  conflict  into  constructive  relationships  requires  us  to  broaden  
our  perspectives  so  that  we  can  see,  interpret,  understand  and  make  meaning  from  more  than  one  
perspective.”246   However,   a   belief   in   human   rights   cannot   tolerate   any   other   perspective,   an  
alternative  belief  cannot  even  be   imagined,  and  articulating  a   (subjectively)  absolute  position   is  
difficult  outside  of  the  need  to  contextualise  it  within  a  different  perspective.    
In   order   for   human   rights   to   be   effectively   communicated   it   must   reflect   the   absolutism   and  
salience  that  makes  it  both  pressing  and  continuously  relevant;  that  it  exist  beyond  the  state  and  is  
applicable  to  everyone  equally.  This  universality  of  human  rights,  in  producing  taken-­‐for-­‐granted  
assumptions   about   identity   and   relationships,   gives   it   the   potential   to   aid   peace   across   society.  
However,   in   requiring   such   a   strong   conviction,   the   idea   of   human   rights   itself   might   pose   a  
structural  limitation  to  its  implementation.    
4.   Conclusion    
Implementing  a  human  rights  culture  is  not  a  simple  task,  and  the  considerations  I  presented  act  
to  challenge  Ban  Ki-­‐moon’s  assertion  that  human  rights  offer  a  clear  path  towards  peace.  Instead,  
“it  is  often  wise  for  those  who  seek  to  build  culture  of  peace  to  pause  from  what  they  are  doing,  or  
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thinking  of  doing,  and  consider  whether  there  is  sufficient  public  energy  for  the  proposed  plan  of  
action.  If  there  is  no  energy,  there  is  not  going  to  be  any  culture  change.”247  
A  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture  includes  a  set  of  complex  ideas  and  practices  that  have  the  
latent   potential   to   enable   peace.   This   optimism,   however,   must   be   tempered   by   a   contextual  
analysis  of  the  viability  of  bringing  about  a  human  rights  culture  in  practice.  In  this  chapter  I  wished  
to  raise  some  considerations  for  implementers.  The  discussion  is  not  intended  to  be  exhaustive,  but  
merely  illustrative  of  the  muli-­‐layered  difficulties  that  are  faced  in  bringing  about  change  within  
the  personal,  relational  and  structural  dimensions.  Implementers  should  consider  barriers  to  the  
internalisation  of  human  dignity   as   an   idea;   both   as   a  personal   entitlement,   and   as   a   collective  
identity.  They  should  be  careful  to  express  rights  in  a  manner  that  mobilises  social  change,  without  
undermining   the   audience’s   agency   or   obscuring   the   universality   of   human   rights   as   an   idea.  
Finally,  structural  limitations,  both  in  the  practice  of  implementers  and  the  idea  of  human  rights  
itself   should   be   carefully   considered.   Ultimately   a   contextual   assessment   of   how   rights   are  
presented  must  be  undertaken  on  a  case-­‐by-­‐case  basis,  it  should  be  reflexive,  and  considerate  of  
various  intersecting  issues.        
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Conclusion  
  
Truth  is  not  outside  of  time;  it  is  in  the  opening  of  each  moment  of  knowledge  to  those  who  will  resume  
it  and  change  its  sense.    
-­‐   M.  Merleau-­‐Ponty,  The  Prose  of  the  World  248    
My  thesis  was  guided  by  the  claim  that  human  rights  offer  ‘a  clear  path  towards  stability’  and  ‘are  
an  indispensable  part  of  our  quest  for  a  safer  and  more  stable  world.’249  Specifically,  I  wanted  to  see  
if  a  conceptual  could  be  established  between  human  rights  and  the  establishment  of  peace.  In  doing  
so   I   looked   to:   (1)   answer  what   it  means   for   something   to  be   capable   of   establishing  peace;   (2)  
provide   a   model   for   how   human   rights   understandings   can   support   the   desired   objectives   of  
establishing  peace;  and  (3)  question  whether  these  human  rights  understandings  can,  in  practice,  
be  implemented.    
In  proposing  a  model  of  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture,  I  established  that  there  is  at  least  a  
latent  potential  for  human  rights  to  aid  the  establishment  of  peace.  Human  rights  understandings  
could  enable  peace  by  bringing  about  participants  within  a  human  rights  culture  who,  based  on  a  
collective   belief   in   human   dignity,   recognise   the   other’s   basic   right   to   justification.   Ultimately,  
establishing  peace  requires  a  dynamic  set  of  initiatives  directed  at  addressing  contextually  specific  
situations,  thus,  there  will  be  no  utility  in  claiming  that  the  model  I  proposed  is  the  only  way  in  
which  a  nexus  between  peace  and  human  rights  can  be  established.  Further  work,  both  theoretical  
and   empirical,   should   be   undertaken   to   assess   how  human   rights   can   aid   the   establishment   of  
peace.  Any  such  inquiry  should,  however,  adopt  the  following  considerations:    
First,   human   rights   implementation   should   be   directed   towards   achieving   the   objectives   of  
sustainable  peace  –  namely  it  should  look  to  bring  about  cultural  changes  that  address  root  causes  
of   conflict   and  prevent   violent   forms  of   relating.  David  Kennedy  notes   that   the  presentation  of  
human  rights  as  a  measure  of  emancipation  (or  in  this  case  peace)  can  give  the  impression  that  any  
activity  directed  towards  human  rights  can,  itself,  produce  the  stated  outcome:  “the  result  is…more  
often  growth  for  the  field  –  more  conferences,  documents,  legal  analysis,  opposition  and  response  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
248  Merleau-­‐Ponty  (n  90)  144.  
249  ‘Secretary-­‐General’s  Remarks  to  the  High-­‐Level  General  Assembly  Thematic  Debate:  un@70:  Human  Rights  at  the  
Centre  of  the  Global  Agenda  [as  Delivered]  |  United  Nations  Secretary-­‐General’  (n  85)  70.  
Conclusion  |  78  	  
–   than   decrease   in   violence.”250  Not   all   human   rights   activity   is   directed   towards,   or   capable   of  
producing,  a  peace  enabling  human  rights  culture.  Careful  assessment   should  be  undertaken   to  
assess  whether  practices  are  informed  by,  and  reflect,  the  objectives  of  sustainable  peace.      
Second,   in   looking   for  how  human  rights  as  an   idea,  embedded   in  culture,  can  produce  change  
capable  of  aiding  peace,  we  should  highlight  how  human  rights  can  inform  changes  across  personal,  
relational,   and   structural   dimensions.   In   addition,   given   the   lack   of   central   authority   in   peace  
operation   settings,   it   should   focus  on   fostering   the   connotative  power  of  human   rights   over   its  
denotive  power  and  aim  to  produce  participants  in  a  human  rights  culture  who  reflect  human  rights  
understandings  within  their  day-­‐to-­‐day  settings.    
Third,  while  human   rights  have   the  potential   to   aid  peace,   in  practice,   there  will   be   a   range  of  
contextual   factors   which  make   implementing   human   rights   difficult.   Ultimately,   human   rights  
implementation   activities   should   undertake   an   assessment   of   viability   based   on   an   analysis   of  
contextual  situations  on  a  case-­‐by-­‐case  basis.  This  requires  a  critical  assessment  of  potential  barriers  
that  target  not  only  the  appropriate  audience,  but  also  speaks  to  the  relevant  space  towards  which  
change  is  directed,  and  the  outcomes  produced.  Further,  implementers  should  not  fall  into  the  trap  
of   merely   assessing   considerations   that   pertain   to   the   local   population.   The   manner   in   which  
human   rights   as   an   idea   is   presented   can   impact   how   human   rights   are,   in   turn,   understood.  
Implementers   themselves   operate   within   a   cultural   tradition   which,   at   times,   can   impede   the  
achievement  of  human  rights  objectives.    
Fourth,   I  would  go  as   far  as   to  say  that  the  very  aspect  of  human  rights  which  gives   it   its  peace  
enabling   power,   that   is   its   universality,   is   what   makes   its   implementation   so   difficult.   This   is  
because:    
If  human  rights  mean  anything,   it   is   that  human  beings  –   irrespective  of  nation/nation  state,   time,  
place,  culture  and  so  on  –  have  rights  that  are  entailed  by  a  common,  equal,  and  universal  humanness.  
Human  rights  are,  by  definition,  transnational  and  cannot  be  logically  understood  when  the  scale  of  
application  is  reduced,  for  example  to  the  level  of  nation  or  culture.  International  human  rights,  as  an  
idea,  if  not  as  a  set  of  complicated  practices,  is  oxymoronic,  therefore,  and  it  is  likely  that  a  whole  rash  
of  problems  within  human  rights  derives  from  this  unacceptable  reduction  of  scale,  that  is  to  say,  the  
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pragmatic   reduction  of   an   essentially   transnational   set   of   ideas   to   the   level   of   the   international   or  
below.251  
To   bring   about   a   human   rights   culture   requires   the   establishment   of   this   universal   belief.   This  
universality  speaks  to  the  very  core  of  what  it  means  to  be  human  and,  in  many  cases,  runs  contrary  
to  the  experiences  of  individuals  in  peace  operation  settings.  Further,  this  taken-­‐for-­‐grantedness  is  
internalised   by   implementers   who   are   already   participants   of   human   rights   culture.   It   is   very  
difficult  to  communicate  something  effectively  which  is  (subjectively)  taken  to  be  a  given.  In  this  
manner,  human  rights  as  an  idea  might,  itself  be  a  barrier  to  implementation.    
Lastly,   an   acknowledgement   of   the   ontological   assumption   of   the   universality   of   human   rights  
could  allow  us  to  take  a  step  back  and  acknowledge  that,  like  other  salient  aspects  of  culture,  moral  
beliefs  are  constituted  in  our  relations  with  each  other.  And,   further,  that  “universality   in  moral  
psychology  results  from  all  individuals…basing  their  moral  judgements  and  behaviours  on  the  same  
set  of  moral  motives  for  regulating  social  relationships.”252  These  beliefs  can  be  built  and,  further,  
the  very  acts  of  communicating  human  rights  constitute  relational  experience  from  which  a  shared  
understanding  can  be  established.    
If  this  ‘universality’  is  to  be  built,  however,  it  must  be  undertaken  relationship-­‐by-­‐relationship  in  a  
way  that  reflects  a  belief  in  equal  human  dignity.  As  already  widely  appreciated  within  fields  such  
as  human  rights  education,  this  requires  treating  the  local  population  as  an  equal  and  refraining  
from  casting  them  as  helpless  victims,  or  child-­‐like  subjects  to  be  enlightened.253  Further,  the  aim  
is  to  produce  active  speakers  of  human  rights  language  who  are  able  to  utilise  its  discourse  across  
a  range  of  settings.  When  Goodale  examined  the  use  of  rights  language  in  Bolivia  he  found  that,  
“instead   of   suppressing   (or   homogenizing)   the   tremendous   normative   diversity   in   [Bolivia]   the  
arrival  of  human  rights  discourse  brought  the   idea  that   individuals—and,  even  more   important,  
communities—had  the  right  to  organize  themselves  in  ways  that  respected  their  inherent  dignity.  
This  was  taken  to  mean  that  human  rights  promised  a  kind  of  freedom  and  respect  for  difference  
that  didn’t  exist  before,  or,   if   so,  had  existed   in  a  more  circumscribed  way.”254  Restricting  rights  
understanding   to   claims   or   entitlements   limits   the   emancipatory   creativity   of   individuals   to  
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constitute  their  own  understandings  of  dignity  and  autonomy.  There  is  a  certain  irony  in  people  
being  told  “this  is  what  it  means  to  be  free”  instead  of  individuals  feeling,  discovering  and  defining  
for  themselves  what  it  means.  It  is  in  use  that  the  ideas  are  internalised,  that  commitment  is  forged,  
and  active  participants  in  the  human  rights  culture  are  born.  
In  sum,  while  human  rights  might  gesture  towards  peace,  more  work  will  have  to  be  undertaken  to  
forge   a   clear   path   in   practice.   To   do   so   requires   greater   attention   to   be   given   to   the   objective,  
rationale,  practice  and  context  of  human  rights  activities  directed  towards  peace.  If  human  rights,  
as  a  universal  truth,  are  to  lead  to  peace  it  requires  ongoing  constitution  in  relationships.  To  repeat  
myself  a  final  time,  peace  is  made  in  our  relations  with  each  other.    
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